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Symbols 


+ check 

++ double check 

# checkmate 

!! brilliant move 

! good move 

!? interesting move 

?! dubious move 

? bad move 

?? blunder 

± White is much better 

t White is slightly better 

= equal position 

T Black is slightly better 

+ Black is much better 

Ch championship 

Cht team championship 

Wch world championship 

Ct candidates event 

IZ interzonal event 

Z zonal event 

OL olympiad 

jr junior event 

worn women’s event 

mem memorial event 

rpd rapidplay game 

corr correspondence game 

1-0 the game ends in a win for White 

V 2 -V 2 the game ends in a draw 

0-1 the game ends in a win for Black 

(n) nth match game 

(D) diagram follows 



Foreword by Jeremy Silman 


“Many chess players do not have the Sicilian in their repertoire because they con¬ 
sider it too sharp. The system Ivanchuk opts for is quite an exception, as it is 
based on profound positional ideas.” (Piket explaining why Ivanchuk used the 
Accelerated Dragon). 

Back in 19811 met a young chess fanatic named John Donaldson. After a brief 
talk I discovered that we shared a mutual fascination: we both had a deep love for 
the Accelerated Dragon. After analysing for several hours, we decided that some¬ 
day we would get together and write the ultimate book on this opening. It took 
nine years, but we finally put fingers to keyboard and started to act on our dream. 

Now, several years after the appearance of the first edition, both John and I are 
ecstatic to see world-class players such as Anand, Kamsky, Ivanchuk and Piket 
making use of ‘our* system. This new interest in the Accelerated Dragon, and all 
the thousands of games that form the result, made a complete rewrite of our ear¬ 
lier work a necessity. 

This book is not a * winning repertoire for Black 9 tome. It is an honest appraisal 
of an entire opening system. We admit to having emotional ties to the black 
pieces, but we made a point of overriding our baser desires and giving an impar¬ 
tial view of each and every variation. Though no book has ever given so much 
material on this line, we must admit that we could easily have filled several hun¬ 
dred extra pages with the games that eventually got cut. Nevertheless, the varia¬ 
tions are still covered with such thoroughness that the sheer mass of information 
may actually become rather daunting! 

This type of depth will serve the IM and GM very well. However, the average 
tournament player also has a lot to gain from this book; this opening is a perfect 
weapon for the Swiss-system warrior. It’s full of traps and is positionally well- 
founded. It was with the average player in mind that we added the section on 
plans and we went out of our way to intersperse explanation of the relevant ideas 
with the actual moves in each variation. 

A quick word on the Semi-Accelerated and Hyper-Accelerated Dragons. 
These systems are attempts by Black to avoid the Maroczy Bind. Though they 
succeed in doing this, new problems arise that give the game a completely differ¬ 
ent slant. There is a lot of room for original thought here and I hope that a few 
readers give these lines a try. 

Any questions, new ideas, or criticisms should be addressed to the publisher; 
these will then be forwarded to us. For those of you hooked up to cyber-based re¬ 
alities, feel free to e-mail me (jsilman@earthlink.net). 
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Introduction: 

Typical plans for both sides 


Arrived at by the move-order 1 e4 c5 2 
^c6 3 d4 cxd4 4 5ixd4 g6, the 
Accelerated Dragon is essentially an 
attempt to improve on the regular 
Dragon (1 e4 c5 2 ftf3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 
£}xd4 £lf6 5 £>c3 g6) by aiming for 
the break ...d7-d5 in one move instead 
of two (...d7-d6 and later ...d6-d5). 
White can try to restrain this advance 
either by using his pieces (4ic3 and 
Ac4) or by setting up the Maroczy 
Bind with c4. 

After 5 £ic3 Ag7 6 £e3 £>f6, if 
White plays 7 jLe2 0-0 8 0-0Black re¬ 
alizes his aim with 8...d5! and gains 
instant equality. For this reason White 
must put his bishop on c4, i.e. 7 Ac4 
(in place of 7 &e2), controlling d5, if 
he wishes to fight for an advantage. 
This allows Black the option of trans¬ 
posing into the heavily analysed Yugo¬ 
slav Attack of the Dragon with ...d6, 
but Accelerated Dragon players have 
two interesting alternatives in the 
positional 7...#a5 and the tactically 
promising 7...0-0 8 Ab3 a5. 

The first, 7...Wa5, forces White to 
castle kingside due to the fact that 8 f3 
(and certainly not 8 #d2? £>xe4! 9 
£>xc6 #xc3!) can be met by the neat 
tactical refutation 8...Wb4 9 Ab3 £ke4 
10 £>xc6 ,&xc3+ 11 bxc3 Wxc3+ 12 
<±^2 dxc6 13 £d4 e5!. With both sides 
castling short, play becomes much 
more positional than in the Yugoslav 


Attack. White aims for kingside play 
and the thematic £k!5. 



Diagram A 

Diagram A shows the type of posi¬ 
tion that Black must strive to avoid. 
White has played £kI5 and exchanges 
on that square have led to the opening 
of the e-file and subsequent pressure 
against Black's pawn on e7. To make 
matters worse for Black, White is about 
to launch a kingside attack with h4-h5 
followed by either h6 or Hh3. 

To obtain a good game Black must 
play energetically on the queenside 
(see Diagram B). 

In this position White is about to 
attack Black’s knight with f2-f4. An¬ 
other problem Black has to address is 
White’s eventual £ki5, when a situa¬ 
tion akin to Diagram A might evolve. 
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Diagram B 


Realizing that he must begin a coun¬ 
terattack on the queenside, Black plays 

1.. .Wa6! 2 Hfxa6 bxa6, when the c4- 
square has become available to the 
black knight and the open b- and c- 
files will give Black pressure against 
White’s queenside pawns. After 3 £k!5 
£>xd5 4 exd5 *hc4 5 Axc4 Hxc4 Black 
had two strong bishops and active play 
against White’s pawns on b2, c2, and 
d5. 

The idea of doubling one’s a-pawns 
to achieve open files on the queenside 
is a typical one in this opening. After 1 
e4 c5 2 £>f3 £lc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £>xd4 g6 
5 c3 £g7 6 Ae3 £>f6 7 Jic4 Wa5 8 
0-0 0-0 9 £>b3 Vfcl 10 f4 d6 11 ±c2 
b6 12 £f3 Ab7 13 Bf2 Black can of- 
fer White the chance to ‘weaken’ his 
pawns: 13...£ia5! 14£}xa5 (otherwise 
Black’s knight will jump into c4) 

14.. .bxa5 15 Ad4 £id7 16 &d5 Axd5 
(Black is very happy to make this ex¬ 
change and also intends to trade dark- 
squared bishops; this will leave him 
with a strong knight vs a bad white 
bishop, another important strategy in 
this opening, which can also crop up 


against the Maroczy Bind) 17 exd5 
Axd4 18 Wxd4 Wc5 19 fidl Hab8 20 
c3 Hb7!. Black’s plan is clear: he will 
play ...Efb8 and force White to ad¬ 
vance his b-pawn and then he will 
train his sights on the c-pawn and 
force it to advance as well. When this is 
done he will once again double rooks 
on the b-file and play ...£>c5 and ...a4, 
disrupting White’s pawn-chain. An 
optimum situation is illustrated in 
Diagram C. 



Diagram C 

After Black plays ...a5-a4 White’s 
whole pawn-chain will collapse. Note 
that the rook on b7 and later his king 
on f8 will guard his only weakness, 
the e7-pawn. 

Our last example of Black’s chances 
on the queenside comes about after 

7...»a5 8 0-0 0-0 9 £b3 d610 h3 Ad7 
11 £>de2 b5! 12 a3 &e5 13 &d5 £>xd5 
14 exd5 £>c4 15 Axc4 bxc4 16 Bbl 
Hab8 and Black’s queenside pressure 
already forces White to shed a pawn. 

Black has something completely 
different in mind when he chooses the 
tactical sequence with 1 e4 c5 2 £}f3 
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£ic6 3 d4 cxd4 4 &xd4 g6 5 £>c3 Ag7 
6 Ae3 £tf6 7 Ac4 0-0 8 4.b3 a5. De¬ 
vised by the Lithuanian correspon¬ 
dence player Uogele, 8...aS aims at 
softening up the al-h8 diagonal for 
Black’s fire-breathing ‘Dragon’ bishop. 
If permitted, the black a-pawn will ad¬ 
vance to a3 and undermine White’s 
knight on c3. To stop this, White usu¬ 
ally plays 9 f3, bolstering his e-pawn. 
It was Uogele who first appreciated 
that after this move, which leaves 
White’s bishop on e3 unprotected and 
weakens his king-position, Black has 
the strong rejoinder 9...d5!. 

At first glance, this move seems 
outrageous since it leaves the pawn 
open to capture in no fewer than three 
different ways. In fact, it is deeply 
thought-out and entirely logical. Ahead 
in development (White is still not cas¬ 
tled), Black sacrifices a pawn for ac¬ 
tive play. Theory has yet to discover a 
way for White to obtain more than a 
microscopic plus against the Uogele. 
Some memorization is involved but if 
White is even slightly unfamiliar with 
the analysis he can get brutally crushed 
in just a handful of moves. 

When confronted with the Acceler¬ 
ated Dragon, most GMs opt to avoid 
the tactical play arising from 5 £)c3 
and instead choose a positional course 
with 5 c4. Named after the great Hun¬ 
garian master, Geza Maroczy, the 
structure characterized by pawns on e4 
and c4 effectively eliminates Black’s 
chances of achieving ...d7-d5. Plan¬ 
less play against the Bind can be fatal 
since automatic moves by White can 
quickly lead to a winning game: 1 e4 
c5 2 £>f3 £ic6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £>xd4 g6 5 
c4 Ag7 6 &e3 £>f6 7 £>c3 0-0 8 £.e2 


b6 9 0-0 Ab7 10 f3 (White’s position 
is now as solid as a rock) 10...d6 11 
#d2 #d7 12 a4! (White has built up 
an impressive position with simple de¬ 
veloping moves but Black’s passive 
play now makes White seek a break¬ 
through; White’s aim is to play a4-a5 
and create a weaknesses in Black’s 
queenside) 12...e6 13 Bfdl Bfd8 14 
£>xc6 Wxc6 15 a5 bxa5 16 £lb5 (now 
the pawns on d6, a7, and a5 are all 
weak) 16...a6 17 £>xd6 £)e8 18 c5 
Bd7 19#xa5 £xb220Habl £>xd621 
2xd6 Bxd6 22 cxd6 £f6 23 Wc7! 1-0 
Gheorghiu-Bellon, Las Palmas 1976. 

This example should not create 
panic among die ranks of Accelerated 
Dragon adherents. The Maroczy does 
have its dark side. The c4 advance 
leaves White with a potentially bad 
light-squared bishop and weaknesses 
on the central dark squares. 

Black has three major ways to bat¬ 
tle the Bind. One possibility is the 
break ...f7-f5, another is the ...b7-b5 
advance, and the final remedy is to play 
for domination of the dark squares 
with hopes of steering the game into a 
good knight vs bad bishop situation. 
Let’s address each of these plans: 

The ...f7-f5 Break 

In Diagram D overleaf Black has man¬ 
aged to create a nice knight on c5 and 
he now strives to activate the rest of his 
pieces with 12...f5! 13 exf5 £xf5 14 
&e3 £>d4 15 £>xf5 £>xf5 16 Hbl e6. 
Black’s plan is to play ...d6-d5 and 
create a strong passed d-pawn. Por- 
tisch-Tukmakov, Madrid 1973 illus¬ 
trated this nicely: 17 b3 ^8 18 4ib5 
d5 19 cxd5 exd5 20 Hcl b6 21 g4 &d6 
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Diagram D 

22 ±c3 £>xb5 23 i.xg7+ *xg7 24 
&xb5 d4 25 Hc4 Bf4! 26 a3 Wd5 27 
b4 axb4 28 axb4 £ie6 29 «fe2 d3 30 
#b2+ *h6 31 £c6 Wxc4 32 £xa8 
d2! 33 Wbl Hd4 0-1. 

Very impressive but this plan does 
have its drawbacks: ...f7-f5 activates 
the black army but it also creates weak¬ 
nesses on d5, e6, and all around the 
black king: 1 e4 c5 2 &f3 £>c6 3 d4 
cxd4 4 £ixd4 g6 5 c4 $Lgl 6 $Lt3 5ih6 
(Black plays directly for an ...f7-f5 ad¬ 
vance) 7 £>c3 d6 8 &e2 0-0 9 0-0 f5 10 
exf5 gxf5 11 f4 £d7 12 *d2 £>g4 13 
£xg4 fxg4 (now watch as White goes 
directly for the weaknesses on d5 and 
e6) 14 4id5 Hf7 15 f5 *h8 16 £ie6, 
Szabo-Larsen, Vinkovci 1970. Black’s 
position is obviously bad. 

The ...b7-b5 Break 

The ...b7-b5 plan is considerably safer 
than the ...f7-f5 break. This advance 
enables Black to chip away at the 
white pawn on c4, opens lines on the 
queenside, and gives Black more space 


in which to manoeuvre. Since it is so 
difficult for White to stop, it enjoys a 
good reputation as an equalizing 
weapon: 1 e4 c5 2 £tf3 £>c6 3 d4 cxd4 
4 £ixd4 g6 5 c4 £>f6 6 «Jc3 d6 7 Ae2 
&xd4 8 #xd4 £g7 9 £g5 0-0 10 Wd2 
a6! (Black declares his intention of 
playing for ...b7-b5) 11 f3 £e6 12 Scl 
Hc8 13 b3 b5!? (a temporary sacrifice 
that gives Black active play and equal 
chances) 14 cxb5 axb5 15 £)xb5 (15 
Axb5 Wa5 is very dangerous for 
White) 15..JHxcl+ 16 Wxcl #a5+ 17 
Wd2 Sa8! 18 a3 JLxb3 and Black has a 
good game. 



Diagram E 

In this position White has a bit 
more territory but Black has been 
helped by the fact that there have been 
several exchanges (trades always help 
the side with less space). Black now 
plays for the liberating ...b7-b5 ad¬ 
vance: 15 Ad4 &e6 16 $Lxgl ( ± , xg7 
17 Wb2 f6 18 £>d5 Vd8 19 a4 Sac8 
20 Scdl Bc5 21 £>f4 £f7 22 &d3 
S5c6 23 &b4 Hc5 24 Hfel Ha5! 25 
5M3 b5 (it took a while to achieve this 
but White’s position now becomes a 
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little uncomfortable) 26 axb5 axbS 27 
c5 (27 b4 fiaa8 28 cxb5 Wb6 is a bit 
better for Black) 27...1 r c7 28 Scl #a7 
29 cxd6 Hxcl 30 Sxcl exd6 31 £>b4 
Sa3! 32 &c6 Wa8 33 b4 Hb3 with a 
very comfortable position for Black in 
P.Popovi6-Abramovi6, Novi Sad 1985. 

Dark square domination 
and/or good knight vs 
bad bishop 

Black’s final plan to ‘unbind’ the 
‘bind’ is to play on the dark squares. 
This strategy serves as the corner¬ 
stone of two major systems: 

1) 1 e4 c5 2 £sf3 4>c6 3 d4 cxd4 4 
£>xd4 g6 5 c4 6 i.e3 £lf6 7 £>c3 
?)g4. 

2) 1 e4 c5 2 £)f3 £>c6 3 d4 cxd4 4 
£)xd4 g6 5 c4 £g7 6 i.e3 £>f6 7 £>c3 
0-0 8.fc.e2d6 9 0-0i.d7. 

In both lines Black strives to trade 
all the minor pieces except White’s 
light-squared bishop and a black knight 
!o end up with the classic ‘good knight 
vs bad bishop’ advantage. 



This position is typical of the type 
of thing that White must avoid at all 
costs, and Black should play for it 
from the beginning. It’s quite obvious 
that the nimble knight (which is happy 
where it stands, though it can also go 
to b4 or, after ...e7-e5, to d4 via e6) 
dominates the sickly bishop! 

Tactical Themes in the 
Accelerated Dragon 

In the Accelerated, Black’s main tacti¬ 
cal ideas are based on his potential 
pressure against the d4-square. This 
square often plays a major role in Ac¬ 
celerated Dragon skirmishes. Many 
times Black’s fianchettoed bishop, 
c6-knight, and queen wreck havoc on 
White’s position. For example: 1 e4 c5 
2 ®f3 £>c 6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £>xd4 g6 5 
<&c3 Ag7 6 Ae3 7 Ac4 0-0 8 f3? 
#b6! 9 £b3 £>xe4! (diagram G) 10 
fxe4 Axd4 and Black has won a pawn. 



Diagram G 

Lots of fun if you’re Black, but the 
d4-square is not all White has to worry 
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about, as the following line demon¬ 
strates: 1 e4 c5 2 £k;6 3 d4 cxd4 4 

&xd4 g6 5 £>c3 Ag7 6 £e3 £>f6 7 
£e2 0-0 8 Wd2 d5 9 £ixc6 bxc6 10 e5 
£ki7 11 f4 e6 (preparing ...f6 and ...c5) 
12 4)a4?? £)xe5! (diagram H) 13 fxe5 
#h4+ followed by ..Mx a4. 



Diagram H 

Though tactical play is not a promi¬ 
nent feature of the Maroczy Bind, it 
can arise if White is not paying close 
attention: 1 e4 c5 2 5if3 &c6 3 d4 
cxd4 4 &xd4 g6 5 c4 jkg7 6 $Le 3 
7 £>c3 0-0 8 £e2 b6 9 0-0 &b7 10 
Hcl? (another error is 10 Hfd2? £>xd4 


11 £xd4 e5! 12 £xe5 &xe4 13 &xe4 
,&xe5 and Black has the advantage. 
White’s best move is 10 f3 but tricks 
are still lurking, for example 10...£)h5 

11 f4?? £>xf4! 12 Hxf4 £>xd4 13 
.&xd4 e5 and Black regains his piece 
and emerges with a clear advantage) 
10...£>xd4 11 Axd4. Now ll...£>xe4?? 

12 Jixgl < 4 > xg7 13 £>xe4 Jkxe4 14 
Wd4+ wins a piece for White. How¬ 
ever, Black can avoid this pitfall and 

still devour the e4-pawn by 11_£Lh6! 

(diagram I), when the rook and the 
e4-pawn are both attacked. 



Diagram I 



1 Classical Lines: 
White plays Ae2 


Quite often White will avoid the intri¬ 
cacies of the main lines of the Acceler¬ 
ated Dragon by trying to transpose 
into the Classical Dragon (usually 
reached by 1 e4 c5 2 £lf3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 
4 £>xd4 £}f6 5 £ic3 g6 6 Ae2) with a 
quick Ae2. Black, of course, can al¬ 
low this, but he can also attempt to 
prove that the Accelerated move-order 
(putting off ...d7-d6) makes Black’s 
life easy due to the possibility of push¬ 
ing his d-pawn two squares instead of 
one. 

I e4 c5 2 £>f3 £>c6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £>xd4 
R 6 5^c3 

The usual move. Note that 5 Ae3, 
trying to trick Black into a line of the 
Maroczy Bind that he may not have 
intended to play (by 5 Ae3 Ag7 6 c4) 
actually allows Black to avoid the Ma¬ 
roczy Bind altogether with 5...£tf6! 
6 £ic3 Ag7. You will run into this 
move-order quite a bit, so keep this 
point in mind. 

White can also consider 5 £ft>3 with 
the intention of only playing £k:3 after 
Black has played ...5}f6, blocking the 
g7-bishop and stopping an eventual 
...Axc3+. After 5...Ag7 6 Ae2 (D) 
Black can try two moves: 

1) 6...d670-0Ae6(7...Ad7 8£ic3 
Axc3 9 bxc3 £rf6 10 Ad3 #c7 11 f4 
0-0-0 12 Wc2 h6 13 c4 g5 V 2 -V 2 J.S0r- 
cnsen-Sloth, Heming 1991) 8 £>c3 



(not to be recommended is 8 f4 lBfc8 9 
c4 {9 Af3 must be better) 9...a5, when 
Black already has the more comfort¬ 
able position; Torre-Miles, Biel 1977 
continued 10 a4? £>b4 11 £>3d2 f5! 12 
*hl £>f6 13 £>c3 0-0 14 £>d5 Axd5 
15 exd5 e6! 16 dxe6 »xe6 17 Af3 
2ae8 18 Axb7 £>g4 19 Ad5 &xd5 20 
cxd5 Wxd5 21 *fb3 «T7 22 Wxf7+ 
2xf7 23 £>f3 2b7 and Black soon con¬ 
verted his advantage into a win) and 
now: 

la) 8...2c8 9 f4 £>f6 gives us a rare 
sideline of the normal Classical; a 
sample: 10 *hl a6 11 Ae3 0-0 12 
Af3 &a5 (12...5M7 13 Ag4 Axg4 14 
#xg4 turned out badly for Black in 
Kupreichik-Larsen, Esbjerg 1988: 
14...£ib6 15 We2 fodl 16 Oadl &a5 
17 £>xa5 #xa5 18 e5 2fe8 19 ltg4 
£>b6 20 exd6 exd6 21 Axb6 Wxb6 22 



14 


Accelerated Dragons 


£id5 Wc5 23 c3 ±) 13 £>d4 £d7 14 
i.gl e5 15 £)de2 We 7 16 a4 Sfe8 17 
Wei exf4 18 £lxf4 S)c4 19 £kd5 Wd8 
20 b3 £lxd5 l h- l /i Zapata-Petursson, 
St Martin 1992. 

lb) 8..JLxc3 9 bxc3 £>f6 10 £d3 
Wc7 11 £)d4 <£}e5 led to an interesting 
position in the game Caposciutti-Brod- 
sky, Cannes-Martinez 1992. A draw 
resulted after 12 f4 £)xd3 13 cxd3 
Wxc3 14 £ixe6 fxe6 15 Hbl b6 16 £b2 
Wc6 17 Wb3 Wd7 18 Hbcl Sc8 19 
Bxc8+ Wxc8 20 2c 1 Wd7 21 e5 dxe5 
22 jk.xe5 0-0 23 2c7 Wd5 24 Wxd5 
£)xd5 25 2xa7. 

2) 6...£>f6 7 £lc3 0-0 8 0-0 and 
now Black has: 

2a) 8...d6 enters the Classical Varia¬ 
tion of the Dragon after 9 jLe3 or 9 
jkg5 (both these lines are outside the 
scope of this book). 

2b) 8...b6!? is a Skembris idea: 9 
ig5 £b7 10 f4 (10 Wd2 2c8! 11 f4 
b5! gives Black active play) 10... d6 11 
i.f3 £*17 12 2bl £c5 13 £d5 f6 14 
Ah4 e6 15 £c3 g5 16 Ag3 gxf4 17 
£.xf4 £e5 18 Ag4 Wc7 19 £d4 £xg4 
20 Wxg4 'ihS gives Black reasonable 
play since 21 2bdl runs into 21. ..f5!, 
Kotronias-Skembris, Karditsa 1994. 

2c) 8...a5! (this tries to make the 
most of the Accelerated move-order: 
Black is still dreaming of a ...d7-d5 ad¬ 
vance) 9 a4 (less challenging is 9 Ag5 
a4 10 £d2 a3 11 b3 Wa5 12 £b5 d5 
with good play for Black, Schlick- 
Brendel, Bundesliga 1993/4) 9...£b4 
(D), when White has tried the follow¬ 
ing moves: 

2c 1) 10 JLf3 d6 11 &d5 (also pos¬ 
sible is 11 £d4; then Tompa-Hodg- 
son, Copenhagen 1983 saw White get 
a slight plus after ll..JLg4!? 12 J.xg4 



{interesting is 12 £d5 £bxd5 13 
J«.xg4 £xe4 14 £>e6 fxe6 15 Axe6+ 
*h8 16 £xd5 £xf2! 17 2xf2 Wb6 18 
±f3 £d4 19 We2 e5} 12...£xg4 13 
£db5 £e5 14 £d5! 2c8?! 15 c3! ±; 
however, as Black I wouldn’t stay 
awake nights worrying about 10 -fi-f3) 
ll...£fxd5 12 exd5 i.f5 13 c3 £>d3 
14 i.e3 Wc8 15 Wd2 £>e5 16 £e2 
£c4 17 £xc4 Wxc4 18 2a3 2a6 19 
2dl 2b8 20 £>cl b5 21 axb5 2xb5 22 
f3 2a8 23 Jig5 2ab8 24 ixe7 2xb2 
25 We3 Se8 26 g4 Hxe7 27 Wxe7 
Wc5+ 28 *hl Wf2 0-1 G.Gurevich- 
Mariasin, Israel 1992. 

2c2) 10 f4?! Wb6+! 11 *hl. Now 
the simple 1 l...d6 is very comfortable 
for Black, while ll...d5!? 12 e5 £e4 
13 £d4 f6 14 exf6 &xf6 15 i.e3 
£xc3 16 bxc3 £c6 17 Hbl Wc5 18 
Sb5 Wd6 19 Af3 e6 20 g3 Wa3 21 
Sb3 Wxa4 22 £>b5 ±d7 23 £c5 £e7 
24 £d4 Wc4 led to enormous compli¬ 
cations in B.Lengyel-Silman, Buda¬ 
pest 1994 (eventually 0-1). 

2c3) 10*hld511e5£e412f4f6 
13 exf6 exf6 14 £b5 f5 15 c3 £lc6 16 
.&e3 jLe6 led to a game with even 
chances in Zapata-La Flair, New York 
1993. 
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2c4) 10 Ag5 h6 (10...d6 transposes 
into Karpov’s Variation of the Classi¬ 
cal Dragon) 11 Ah4 g5 12 Ag3 d5 13 
cxd5 (White also fails to get anything 
after 13 e5 £te4 14 £ixe4 dxe4, when 

15 £ic5 is answered by the obvious 

15.. .Af5 and 15 5M4 #b6 16 c3 Sd8 
is a bit better for Black) 13...£>fxd5 (it 
might be even better to play 13...Af5! 
14 5M4 Ag6; Fishbein-Hodgson, Sta¬ 
vanger 1989 led to a pawn-up end¬ 
game for Black after 15 Ac4 Sc8 16 
Ab3 £tfxd5 17 *hxd5 £>xd5 18 Sel 
&b4 19 Ae5 5)xc2! 20 Axc2 Axc2 
21 &xc2 Wxdl 22 Saxdl Hxc2 23 g3 
c6) 14 &xd5 £>xd5 15 c3 (15 Wd2 e6! 

16 c3 Wb617 <SM4 Ad7 18 £fo5 Bad8 
is equal) 15...£if4 (more accurate than 

15.. .e5 16 Af3 £>b6 17 lixd8 JIxd8 18 
Sfdl Sxdl+ 19 Sxdl f5 20 Sd8+ 
sfen 21 Ah5+ *e7 22 Se8+ *d6 23 
Sg8, which favoured White in Bala¬ 
shov-Winants, Eupen 1994) 16 Axf4 
(or 16 Ab5 Wb6 17 Axf4 gxf4 18 
Wh5 e5, Onoprienko-Silman, Pardu¬ 
bice 1994) 16...gxf4 17 #xd8 Hxd8 
18 Sfdl Ae6 19 Hxd8+ Sxd8 20 Sdl 
&xdl+ 21 Axdl b6 and the two bish¬ 
ops give Black a slight pull, Pinski- 
Silman, Pardubice 1994. 

5...Ag7(D) 

Now we will explore: 

6 £>b3 15 

B: 6Ae3 17 

A) 

6 £>b3 JLx c3+!? 

The only problem with the 6 5ib3 
move-order is that Black has the op- 
lion of the double-edged continuation 

6.. .Axc3+!?. After 7 bxc3 5if6 Black 



has compromised White’s pawn struc¬ 
ture but has lost his important dark- 
squared bishop. Practice has hinted 
that White’s chances are superior but 
Grandmaster Suba has published 
some analysis in which he tries to 
show that Black has good chances. 

A completely different idea was 
seen in Torre-N.Nikoli6, Lugano 1989, 
where Black came up with 6...£tf6 7 
Ae2 0-0 8 0-0 e6!? (we prefer 8...a5!, 
as examined in the note to White’s 5th 
move). Though it succeeded in its 
original outing, we doubt if Black can 
achieve equality against accurate play: 

1) Black gets a satisfactory game 
after 9 Ag5 h6 10 Ah4 g5 11 Ag3 d5 

12 exd5 £>xd5 13 £>xd5 exd5 14 Xlbl 
a5 15 a4 Af5 16 Ad3 Axd3 17 #xd3 

18 Wd2 d4 followed by ...*d5. 

2) 9 #d6 £>e8 10 Wg3 (10 Wd3 a5 
-N.Nikoli6) 10...£fo4 11 Ag5?! (Vel- 
i£kovi6 gives 11 Adi!? d5 12 a3 5^c6 

13 exd5 exd5 14 Af3 followed by Sdl 
±) ll...f6 12 Af4£>xc2 13 Had £>b4 

14 Sfdl 5)c6 15 £>b5 *h8 16 &d6 e5 

17 Ae3 £>xd6 18 Hxd6 We8 19 #h4 
£>d8 20 Ac4 b6! 21 flcdl Hb8 22 
Ad2 Sb7 23 Aa6 Sc7 24 Ax c8 Sxc8 
25 Ac3 Hc7 26 *hd2 27 £>f 1 £rf4 
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28 S6d2 !Te6 29 £fe3 *fxa2 and White 
was not able to generate sufficient 
compensation for the sacrificed mate¬ 
rial. 

3) 9 £e3! d5 10 exd5 £>xd5 11 
£\xd5 followed by c3 and domination 
of d4 gives White a small but lasting 
edge. 

7bxc3&f6 8£d3 

Alternative moves also deserve at¬ 
tention: 

1) 8 £c4 and now: 

la) 8...0-09 Ah6andnow9...5)xe4 

10 £xf8 Wxf8 gives Black full com¬ 
pensation for the sacrificed exchange. 

lb) 8...£>xe4!? 9 £xf7+ *xf7 10 
#d5+ e6 11 Wxe4 d5 can also be con¬ 
sidered. 

lc) 8...£te5 9 Ae2 d5 10 ih6 dxe4 

11 *Txd8+ *xd8 12 Bdl+ *e8 13 
£>c5 £>ed7 14 Ab5 a6 15 £xd7+ 
£}xd7 16 5ixe4 f6 17 0-0£f7 led to a 
better ending for Black in Raaste- 
Wedberg, Helsinki 1983. 

2) 8 We2 (an ugly move that hopes 
to answer 8...d5 with 9 e5) 8...#c7 9 
f4 d6 and the white pawns soon be¬ 
come targets - Suba. 

3) 8 c4!? (a very interesting gam¬ 
bit) 8...£>xe4 9 £h6 d6 10 £d3 £>c5 
11 0-0 Jit 6 12 ffd2 *c7 13 £>xc5 
dxc5 14 «fe3 &b4 15 £g7 £>xd3 16 
Axh8 &b4 17 Sadi Sd8 18 &e5 *Tc6 
19 Wh6 Jkxc4 20 #f8+ <4>xf8 21 
Sxd8+ lfe8 22 ±g7+ 4>xg7 23 Sxe8 
£xfl 24 sfexfl ^fb = Imanaliev-Yur- 
taev, Frunze 1987. 

8.. .d5 9 exd5 «fxd5 10 0-0 (D) 

10 .. . 0-0 

The usual move, but results have 
been quite good for White. Because of 
this. Black should give serious consid¬ 
eration to the following ideas: 



1) 10...£g4!? and now 11 f3 &f5 
12 c4 «W7 13 &c5 fails to 13...*d4+, 
so White should play 11 c4!. 

2) 10...Af5!? (a straightforward rec¬ 
ommendation by Grandmaster Suba) 
11 c4 #d7 12 £>c5 «fc8 (in Peters- 
Silman, Los Angeles 1992, Black tried 

12.. .Wc7 and after 13 £b2 responded 
very aggressively with 13...5ig4 14 g3 
&ce5?; unfortunately, this rebounded 
after 15 JLxf5 gxf5 16 £>d3 0-0-0 17 
We2 £>xc4 18 Axh8, when Black 
didn't have enough for the lost ex¬ 
change) 13 £h6 (or 13 £xf5 Wxf5 14 
&xb7 0-0 with good play and not 

14.. .5b8 15 Sbl «c8 16 &d6+! - 
Suba) 13...£>g4 14 Ag7 Sg8 15 Ac3 
Wcl 16 g3 0-0-0 17 Sbl b6 18 S)a6 
Wb7 19 c5 £>ce5 T Suba. 

11 Bel 

White’s original move here was 11 
c4, when 1 l...#h5 12 Wxh5 £ixh5 13 
Bel Be8 14 £>c5! f5!? (14...£>g7 has 
been suggested by Razuvaev) 15 -&e2! 
leaves Black under pressure, Vogt- 
Garcia Martinez, Leipzig 1983. It seems 
better to answer 11 c4 with 1 l...Wd6!. 
The continuation of Bokuchava-Rash- 
kovsky, USSR 1971 didn’t demon¬ 
strate any difficulties for Black: 12 
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Ab2 £>g4 13 g3 £>ge5 14 We2 £>xd3 
15 cxd3 Ah3 16 Ofel e5 =. 

A quiet move designed to take away 
the g4-square from the black pieces is 
11 h3!?. Tolnai-Chernikov, Debrecen 
1988 continued ll...£>e5 12&e2Wxdl 
13 flxdl &e4 14 Ah6 &xc3 15 Axf8 
£ixdl 16 Axe7 £*3 17 Afl (White’s 
two bishops will torment Black for a 
long time) 17...^7 18 Ab4 £>d5 19 
Ad2 Af5 20 fiel f6 21 c4 &b6 22 
Jlc3 Sd8 23 f4 <&exc4 24 g4 Ad3 25 
g5 *f8 26 Axf6 Sd5 27 Ag2 Sb5 28 
Axb7 £>a5 29 Aa6 Hxb3 30 axb3 
Axa6 31 Sal and White won on the 
39th move. 

11.. .Ag4 12 c4! 

A strong reply. However, White can 
also consider die simple 12 Wd2, when 
Zapata-Garcia Martinez, Sagua la 
Grande 1984 showed that Black still 
has difficulties to overcome: 12...Sad8 
(12...Sfd8!?) 13 Wf4! ± Wh5 14 h3 
JLc8 15 c4! £>e8 16 Ab2 f6 (bad is 
16...&g7 17 Sxe7 £>xe7 18 Wf6 Wh6 
19 g4 *h8 20 g5 £>g8 21 gxh6 &xf6 
22 Axf6 - Zapata) 17 Ae4 e5 18 We3 
£id6?! (18...£>c7, with the idea of 19 
Axc6?! bxc6 20 Wfxa7 4te6, is better - 
Zapata) 19 Ad5+ &h8 20 f4. Black is 
suffering in this position. 

12.. .#d6 13 Wd2 Sad8 14 Wg5! 
Ac8! 15 Af4 

White is clearly better due to the ac¬ 
tivity of his bishop pair. Ljubojevid- 
Ki.Georgiev, Thessaloniki OL 1988 
continued 15...Wd7 16 h3! £>h5! 17 
£>c5 Wd418 Ac7 Sde8 and now Geor- 
giev gives 19 Sabi! b6! (19...h6?? 20 
t'xhb WfxcS 21 Sb5 #d4 22 Sxh5 is 
winning for White) 20 £>b3 lTd7 21 
Ah2 followed by c5 with a very un¬ 
pleasant position for Black. 


B) 

6£e3&f6 (D) 



Alternatives that lead to original 
play: 

1) 7 £ib3 a5!? (7...0-0 is also good, 
with a likely transposition into section 
B5 of this chapter) 8 £b5 0-0 9 0-0 a4 

10 £ixa4 (White avoided 10 Axa4 be¬ 
cause of 10...£ixe4 11 Jix c6 £>xc3) 
10...4)xe4 11 £rt>6 Sb8 12 c3 f5 13 f4 
e6 14 a4 d5 15 a5 g5 16 .fi.xc6 bxc6 17 
fxg5 e5 with good compensation for 
the sacrificed pawn, Sisov-Kotkov, 
USSR 1954. 

2) 7 f4 and now: 

2a) 7...d6 8 £>xc6 (the start of a 
self-destructive tirade; the sane 8 .&e2 
leads to normal main lines of the Clas¬ 
sical) 8...bxc6 9 e5 £>g4 10 igl dxe5 

11 Wxd8+ <±>xd8 12 0-0-0+ 4>c7 13 
h3 14 flel 15 fxe5 £}g3 and 
White will have no compensation for 
the material he is about to lose, Voo- 
remaa-Pohla, USSR 1967. 

2b) Naturally, 7...0-0 is also fully 
playable. Now the thrust 8 e5 should 
not lead to anything after 8...&e8 9 
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#f3 d6! (a little too accommodating is 

9.. .£>xd4? 10 &xd4 d6 11 0-0-0 lfa5 
12 ®d5 #07 13 exd6 £>xd6 14 £xg7 
*xg7 15 Wd4+ f6 16 £)d5 ± Pilnik- 
Casas, Mar del Plata 1958) 10 £)xc6 
bxc6 11 #xc6 £d7, when Black’s 
lead in development and active pieces 
fully compensate him for the lost 
pawn. Instead of 8 e5, White can play 
the more restrained 8 &e2, when 

8.. .d6 will usually lead to some main 
lines of the Classical. To avoid this 
transposition, Black can answer 8 Ae2 
with 8...d5!?. This can be found in sec¬ 
tion B4 of this chapter. 

3) 7 h3 0-0 8 ffd2 d5 9 exd5 £>xd5 
10 £>xc6 bxc6 11 £d4 £xd412 #xd4 
Wa5 13 Wa4 l»b6 14 £>dl £f5 15 c3 
e5 16 Aa6 Sad8 17 0-0 £>f4 ? Sal- 
taev-Serper, Tashkent 1987. 

4) 7 f3 0-0 8 £.c4 Wb6 transposes 
into variatrions that arise after 1 e4 c5 
2 £>f3 £>c6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £>xd4 g6 5 
£>c3 Ag7 6 £e3 *hf61 ±c4 0-0 8 f3 
Wb6, and can be found in Chapter 2 of 
this book. 

7.. .0-0(D) 

7.. .d5? is a mistake at this point: 8 
Ab5! £d7 9 exd5 £)b4 10 ±c4 Bc8 
(even worse is IO..M2l5 11 4)b3 Wc7 
12 Ae2 £f5 13 £ki4 Sd8 14 d6 Wxd6 
15 £>xf5 Wxdl+ 16 i.xdl gxf5 17 
Axa7, Filipowicz-Gasiorowski, Wro¬ 
claw 1967) 11 £b3 lfa5 12 Wd2 
Sxc3!? 13 bxc3 £>bxd5 14 £xd5 <Shcd5 
15 c4. Black has some, but not enough, 
compensation for the exchange, Filip- 
owicz-Borkowski, Polish Ch 1976. 
The continuation was 15...®xd2+ 16 
*xd2 £>b6 17 c5 £>a4 18 Sabi &xc5 
19 f3 0-0 20 £>b3 &a4 21 &c5\ ±. In 
general, Black should play ...d5 only 
after he has castled! 



Now White has several moves that 


he can choose from: 

Bl: 8h4? 

18 

B2: 8tfd2? 

18 

B3: 8 0-0 

19 

B4: 8f4 

25 

B5: 8£sb3 

28 

Bl) 



8h4? 

With Black ready to strike in the 
centre, White has neither positional 
nor tactical justification for this ag¬ 
gressive sally. 

8.. .d5! 9 £txc6 bxc610 exd5 ^xd5 
Il£)xd5cxd512c3e5 

Black already has an excellent 
game, Lepikhin-Zaitsev, USSR 1958. 
After 13 *fd2 d4 14 Hdl He8 15 Ah6 
&xh6 16 *xh6 Sb8 17 h5 g5. Black’s 
threats of 18...Hxb2 and 18...Sb6 made 
it clear that Wlute’s opening play was 
a disaster. 

B2) 

8Wd2? 

A commonly played mistake. 

8.. .d5 9 exdS 
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9 £)xc6 bxc6 10 e5 4M7 (also good 
is 10...5)g411 ixg4 J&.xg412 f4 f613 
exf6 i.xf6 14 JLd4 e5) 11 f4 e6 12 
£la4? £sxe5! 13 fxe5 #h4+ is a trick 
that’s well worth remembering. 

9.. .£ixd510£>xd5 

White might be well advised to 
keep his disadvantage down to a mini¬ 
mum by 10 £lxc6 bxc6 11 Sdl Jke6! 
12 id4 ±xd4 13 Wxd4 #a5! 14 #a4 
#b6 15 #a3 Sfb8!, when Black was 
just a little better in Barczay-Adorjan, 
Budapest 1978. 

10.. .£ixd4 

This wins material. Black also has a 
lot of fun with 10...#xd5 11 Af3 #c4 
(or 11...WeS! 12 &xc6 bxc6 13 0-0 
±a6 14 Sfdl #xb2 15 i.xc6 Sac8 16 
Ae4 #e5 with advantage to Black in 
Sampouw-Rogers, Manila 1979) 12 
.&e2 (better is 12 £)xc6 bxc6 13 b3 
Wa6 14 Sdl &f5 f Vaskan-Faibiso- 
vich, USSR 1961) 13 Af3 

#e5 14 €)xc6 bxc6 15 iLxc6 .&a6! 16 
c3 (16 Jk.xa8 #xb2 threatens to win 
the rook by 17...#xal and the queen 
by 17...J&.C3) 16...Sfd8 17#cl Sac8 
18 f4 #a5 19 Af3 ±xc3+! 20 bxc3 
Sxc3 21 *f2 Sdd3 22 #b2 Sxe3 23 
Shel #c5 24 *g3 e5 25 #b8+ «4?g7 
26 fxe5 £e2! 27 e6 Sxf3+ 28 gxf3 
Sxf3+ 29 1 ±>g2 Sf2+ 30 *h3 #h5+ 
0-1 Ekstrom-Cvitan, Bern 1988. 

11 £xd4 

More suicidal than greedy is 11 
£>xe7+? #xe7 12 £xd4 Axd4 13 
#xd4 Se8 14 #e3 #b4+ 15 Wc3 (15 
c3 #a4 16 #d4 #a6 17 #d2 Ag4 
gives Black a winning attack) 15...#e4! 
16 #e3 #c6, and Black’s attack should 
prove decisive. 

11.. .#xd5 12 £.xg7 #xg2! 13 
0 - 0-0 


13 #d4 e5! 14 #xe5 #xhl+ 15 
^d2 Sd8+ wins for Black. 

13...*xg7 14 We3 (D) 

Or 14 h4 i.f5 15 h5 Sac8 16 i.d3 
(16 c3 #e4) 16...iLxd3 17 #xd3 #xf2 
18 Sd2 #f4 19 *bl Sfd8 20 WxdS 
Bxd8 21 Sxd8 g5 22 h6+ *f6 23 Sh8 
Wf3 24 Sel -4?g6 25 a3 e6 26 Sf8 g4 
27 Sgl 4 , xh6 and Black’s kingside 
pawns did a victory march down the 
board in Fuller-Miles, London 1975. 



14...#c6 15 &d3#e6! 

Also possible is 15..JLe6 16 h4 h5 
17 Bhgl J&.g4 with a large black plus, 
Crepeaux-Glatmann, Varna 1972. 

16 #d4+ #f6 17 #e3 i.e6 with a 
clear advantage for Black in Ignacio- 
Donaldson, Anaheim 1985. The con¬ 
tinuation was 18 &bl 5ad8 19 f4 #d4 
20 #cl #c5 21 Sdel Sd4 22 f5 
£xa2+ 23 *xa2 Sa4+ 24 *bl #a5 
and Black won quickly. 

B3) 

80-0 

Very often played but it leads to 
nothing since Black is allowed to 
equalize with 8...d7-d5. 



20 


Accelerated Dragons 


8...d5! (D) 

The most straightforward way to 
solve Black’s ‘problems’. 8...d6 leads 
to main lines in the Classical Dragon, 
which are also completely acceptable 
for Black. 



9 exdS 

We get the following possibilities 
after 9 5)xc6 bxc6: 

1) 10 e5 and now: 

la) 10...£)e8 11 f4 f6 12 exf6 exf6 
13 £)a4 £kl6 is unclear. 

lb) 10...£>e4 11 £ixe4 dxe4 12 
#xd8 Sxd8 13 fifdl ±e614 i.d4 Hd7 
(14...c5!?) 15 a4 £ Short-Yijold, Ma¬ 
nila OL 1992. 

lc) 10...£id7 11 f4 e6 12 £la4 (too 
loosening is 12 b4 f6 {12...a5 13 a3 
±a6 14 b5 cxb5 15 £>xb5 Hb8 16 Hbl 
&xb5 17 Axb5 #c7 18 c4 £>b6 19 c5 
£>c8 20 c6 £>a7 21 a4 Hfc8 22 #c2 
obviously favours White, Dietze-Bal- 
orikowski, E.German Ch 1976} 13 b5 
fxe5 14 bxc6 exf4 15 iLxf4 #66+ 16 
*hl #xc6 17 £>b5 £.xal 18 #xal e5 
19 .&xe5 Hxfl+ 20 ^.xfl £)xe5 21 
#xe5 #e6 22 #g5 £b7 23 £ki4 Hf8 
24 igl .&a6! 0-1 Felix-Polak, con- 
1968) 12...f6 (12...#e7 13 c4 f6 14 


exf6 lxf6 15 #d2 Hd8 16 Hfdl Jibl 
17 Had d4 ¥ Zhukhovitsky-A.Zait- 
sev, USSR 1962) 13 exf6 (13 £lc5 
#e7 14 £>xd7 £xd7 15 #d4 Hfb8 16 
b3 a5 17 c4 a4 ¥ Desch-Donaldson, 
Portland 1979) 13...#xf6 14 c3 (14 
c4!?) 14...#e7 = Fechner-Donaldson, 
Heidelberg 1979. 

2) 10 Af3 e6 11 #d2 a5 12 Hadl 
a4 13 Hfel #a5 14 e5 £)d7 15 ±h6 
£.xh6 16 Wxh6 Hb8 17 Hd4 Hb4 ± 
Reffer-Donaldson, USA Today Sports 
Simultaneous 1990. 

3) 10 exd5 cxd5 (10...5)xd5 trans¬ 
poses to lines that arise from 9 exd5 
£>xd5 10 £\xc6) 11 £d4 e6 12 a4 a5 
13 £>b5 i.a6 14 c3 £>e4! 15 &e3 He8 
16 Hel #b8 17 ±d3 £>d6 18 #e2 e5 
and Black has the superior position, 
Pilnik-T.Petrosian, Saltsjobaden IZ 
1952. 

After 9 exd5 Black has: 

B3a: 9...£>b4 20 

B3b: 9...5)xdS 22 


B3a) 

9...£)b4!? (D) 





Classical Lines: White plays JLe2 


21 


Though 9...£lxd5 gives Black an 
easier game, the complications that 
arise after 9...£>b4 should appeal to 
the player in search of a tactical fight. 

10 d6 

The accepted ‘antidote’, but White 
does have other choices: 

1) 10£>b3!? and then: 

la) 10...£\fxd5 11 £ixd5 £>xd5 
(V 2 -V 2 Garcia Martinez-Antunes, Bay- 
amo 1990) 12 Ad4 (12...Ctf4 13 
Jif3 .&xd4 14 Wxd4 t Korchnoi) 13 
Af3 Wc7 14 Eel Af5 15 c3 Eac8 16 
#e2 Sfe8 17 ±c5 ± Hoen-Soos, Lu¬ 
cerne 1979. 

lb) It may be preferable to try 
10...Af5!? 11 Bel £bxd5 12 £ixd5 
£>xd5 13 ^.d4 &h6, Anceschi-Makro- 
poulous, Groningen 1972. White now 
played 14 c3?! and after 14.. JLxcl 15 
#xc 1 Black could have got a clear ad¬ 
vantage with 15...f6! 16 Bdl (even 
worse is 16 £c4? Bc8 17 £M2 Bxc4 
18&xc4 Ad3) 16...»c7. 

2) 10 £f3 fofxdS 11 £>xd5 &xd5 
12 £ig5 h6 (12...£tf6 was Postler- 
Baumbach, Germany 1983) 13 JLh4 
£>f4 14 c3 (14 Ag3 e5 15 JSix f4 exf4 
16 c3 Vb6 17 *fb3 Axd4 18 cxd4 
Wxd4 19 Had &e6 20 Hfdl £xb3 21 
Hxd4 £xa2 22 £xb7 Hab8 23 Hc7 
Hfd8 24 Exd8+ Hxd8 25 Af3 Hd2 26 
Hxa7 Hxb2 was eventually drawn in 
Han-Skembris, Balkan 1994) 14...g5 
15 Ag3 e5 16 Axf4 gxf417 £>b5 Vb6 
18 c4 Af5 19 Ad5 Had8 20 Wb3 e4 21 
Hael Wg6 led to a victory for Black in 
Bachmayr-Apicella, Munich 1992. 

3) 10 *fd2 £>bxd5 11 £kxd5 £>xd5 

12 Ah6 Jk.xh6 (also good is 12...e5 13 
A.xg7 *xg7 14 4tf3 «tf4 15 We3 f6) 

13 #xh6 «Tb614 b3 = Thiele-Baum- 
bach, corr 1983-8. 


4) 10 <&f3 £>fxd5 11 £>xd5 £>xd5 

12 Ad4 £>f4 13 Jixgl < ± > xg7 14 Hel 
£g4 15 h3 £>xe2+ 16ttxe2 Axf3 17 
»xf3 Wc7 18 He2 e6 = S.Nikoltf- 
Abramovic, Ca5ak 1991. 

10...Wxd6 11 Skb 5 
Inferior is 11 £Mb5?! !fb8 12 Ac5 
(12 Af3 a6 {12...£>c6} 13 Ac5 £>c6 
14 £>d4 £>xd4 15 Axd4 Hd8 16 £ki5 
&xd5 17 &xg7 *xg7 18 c4 ie6 19 
cxd5 Axd5 20 #e2 .fi.xf3 was Bon- 
ham-Freeman, corr 1964-5) 12...£k;6 

13 Jfci3 a6 14 £>d4? £>xd4 15 £xd4 
(15 Wxd4? £>g4) 15...Hd8 16 Eel 
&g4! 17 £id5 Wxh2+ 18 *fl Wh4! 

19 «&e3? (also bad is 19 £}xe7+ <4? h8 

20 c3 Hxd4 with a quick win for 
Black; White should try 19 igl! but 
after 19...h5! he should still lose: 20 
£>xe7+ *h7 21 c3 Hxd4 22 cxd4 
#xf2+ 23 sfehl Axd4 - analysis by 
Tsouros) 19...5ixe3+ 20 Hxe3 e6 21 
g3 4?c4+ 22 4?gl exd5 and White suf¬ 
fered for a few more moves before re¬ 
signing in Bouaziz-Balaskas, Caorle 
1975. 

11. JtfbS (D) 

1 l...Wd7 doesn’t have a good repu¬ 
tation: 12 c4 a6 13 #a4 (the only good 
move; much worse is 13 4)c3 e5 14 
£>b3 Wc7 15 £\d5 &bxd5 16 cxd5 
Hd8 17 Eel *Td6 18 «fc2 £>xd5 19 
Hfdl £f5 20 Wd2 We7 21 Ag5 £f6 
22 £xf6 #xf6 23 #a5 £>f4, Serras- 
Frois, Oviedo rapid 1991) 13...£>c6 

14 fiadl Eb8, Bartis-Yudovich, corr 
1971 and now 15 £>c3 (better than the 
actual game continuation of 15 £tf3 
axb5 16 cxb5 #e8 17 bxc6 bxc6 18 
.fi.d4 £e6 19 Ac4 c5 20 Wxe8 Efxe8 

21 £xe6 cxd4) 15...&xd4 16 Axd4 
with a slight advantage for White. 

12 c4 
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12 Wcl a6 13 £k 3 £ibd5 14 £>xd5 
= Minev-Keres, Munich OL 1958. 

12...£k6 

Also reasonable is 12...a6 13 5)c3 
(13 lfb3 axb5 14 l r xb4 bxc4 15 l r xc4 
e5 16 £>b3 M6 17 Wb5 Jid7 18 *^3 
±c6 19 Bfdl &d5 20 MS Be8 21 f3 
e4 22 fxe4 4if4 turned out well for 
Black in Binder-Felegyhazi, Debrecen 
1995) and here: 

1) 13...e5 14 £sf3 Af5 15 i.c5 Bd8 
16 WbS seems to give White some ad¬ 
vantage: 16...a5 (16...£kI3 17 M7 Sc8 

18 £.xf6 £>c5 19 JLx g7! €)xb3 20 
£xe5 Wa7 21 axb3 Bd8 22 *hd5 is bad 
for Black, Litvinov-Mukhin, USSR 
1962) 17 Sadi! ±c2 18 Sxd8+ #xd8 

19 W&3 £>c6 20 Bel MS 21 Bdl &d7 
22 M3 ± Radulov-Deie, VrSac 1971. 

lb) 13...WC7 14 Wb3 (14 Bel!?) 

14...5)c6 15 £lxc6 bxc6 (Black has 
equalized) 16 Wa3 Be8 17 M5 Bb8 
18 Af3 £e6 19 #xa6? £ld7! 20 M3 
£>e5 21 i.e4 Ba8 22 £>b5 Wd7 23 
*66 Sab8 24 ±xc6 £>xc6 and Black 
went on to win in Gounder-Balaskas, 
Caorle 1975. 

13 £\xc6 

Quiet moves such as 13 h3 allow 
Black to develop easily with 13...iLd7. 


Also lame is 13 Wb3 £)xd4 14 .&xd4 
a6 15 &c3 5)g4! T (analysis by An¬ 
dres). 

13...bxc614 5)d4 

Estevez-Andres, Cuban Ch 1984/5, 
and now instead of 14...Wxb2?! 15 
£hxc6 M6 which allows 16 5)xe7+! 
<£>h8 17 .SLd4 Wb7 18 4id5! &xd5 19 
Axg7+ <±>xg7 20i.f3! Bad8 21 Wd4+ 
@g8 22 Bfdl Bd6 23 cxd5 Bfd8 24 
^4! i.xd5 25 ±xd5 Bxd5 26 
WxdS-l-!, Black should play 14...Wc7! 
with equality according to Estevez. 

Is this assessment true? 14..Jkd7 
was played in Yanofsky-Benko, Stock¬ 
holm IZ1962. After 15 M3 Wc7 (this 
position could also have occurred via 

14,..«c7 15 M3 JLd7) 16 £lb3 Bfd8 
17 £>c5 M5 18 We2 e5 19 g4 Ad7 20 
Badl h6 21 b4 M8 22 b5 Bxdl 23 
Bxdl Bc8 24 a4 White enjoyed a clear 
advantage. 


B3b) 

9..&xd5 (D) 



10 £)xd5 

10 £>xc6 bxc6 11 Jkd4 (better is 11 
£>xd5 cxd512 i.f3 e613 i.d4 M6 14 
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Bel with about an even position; in 
Djura§evic-Matanovi6, Zagreb 1953 
Black had to use some care to hold the 
balance after 14...Bc8 15 $Lxgl &xg7 
16 #d4+ Wf6 17 #a4 i.b7 18 #xa7 
Jla8 19 c3 e5 20 #e3 d4 21 #xe5 
#xe5 22 Bxe5 Axf3 23 gxf3 dxc3 24 
Be2 Efd8 25 Bc2 cxb2 26 Bxb2 Ed3 
=) ll...£)xc3 12 bxc3 J.e6 13 JLxg7 
4>xg7 14 Wd4+ Wxd4 15 cxd4 Bab8 
is quite unpleasant for White, Stuben- 
rauch-Donaldson, Grants Pass 1989. 

10...#xd5! 

Probably best. The uninspiring (but 
solid) 10...£)xd4 strives for (and usu¬ 
ally achieves) no more than a draw: 

1) 11 c4 e5 and Black is com¬ 
pletely equal. 

2) 11 jLc4 (Black now finds him¬ 
self under some pressure and he must 
defend carefully) ll...$)c6? (natural 
but bad; correct is 1 l...e5! 12 c3 ^.c6! 
=) 12 Ag5 Ae6 13 Sel Be8 14 c3 h6 
15iLh4g516 Ag34i)a5 (this turns out 
badly but 16...2c8 17 2xe6! fxe6 18 
5)c7 is also very much in White’s fa¬ 
vour) 17 jLcl &xc 4 18 -S.xd8 2axd8 
19 £>xe7+ *f8 20 Wb3 2xe7 (the al¬ 
ternative 20...£>e5!? 21 *^7 2xe7 
might warrant a look) 21 2xe6 €)d2 
22 2xe7 £>xb3 23 2ael £tc5 24 2c7 
£>d3 25 2dl b5 26 2xa7 b4 27 cxb4 
Ad4 28 2c7 2e8 29 2d7 2e4 30 g3 
Axf2+ 31 *fl £*xb2 32 2ld2 and, in 
London-T.Taylor, Manhattan 1985, 
White went on to win. 

3) 11 iLxd4 (White aims for an 
ending in which his queenside pawn 
majority gives him all the chances in a 
position that should be drawn with 
best play) 11 ,JKhI 5 12^Lxg7 Wxdl 13 
Bfxdl <d?xg7. In this boring position 
White has tried: 


3a) 14 c4 jLe6 15c5a5 (also possi¬ 
ble is 15...2ad8!? 16 Af3 2xdl+ 17 
2xdl 2c8) 16 Af3 2ac8 17 2acl 2c7 
18 2c3 2fc819 2dcl 2d8 20 a3 a4 21 
2dl 2dc8 22 2dcl 2d8 23 2dl 2dc8 
24 2dcl 2d8 V 2 -V 2 M.Brooks-Donald- 
son, Columbus 1990. 

3b) 14 2d2 jSLf5 15 2adl 2ac8 16 
c4 Ae6 17 b3 2c7 18 f4 a5 19 *f2 
2a8 is equal, Zso.Polgar-Moldovan, 
Budapest-Bucharest 1990. 

3c) 14 Af3 Ae6 (14...Af5! is more 
active: 15 c4 2ac8 16 b3 2c7 17 2d5 
Ae6 18 2d4 2fc8 19 2adl a6 20 Ad5 
Axd5 21 2xd5 e6 22 2d6 b5 = Wed- 
berg-Donaldson, Athens 1980) 15 b3 
2ac8 16 c4 2c7 (16...b6 17 2d2 2fd8 

18 2adl 2xd2 19 2xd2 2c7 20 *fl 
left White with a small edge, which he 
managed to convert to victory in 
Radulov-Neumann, Kiel 1978) 17 h3 
(17 *fl Bb818 *el b5 19 cxb5 Exb5 
20 Baci Bbc5 = Rantanen-Maki, Jar- 
venpaa 1982) 17...Ad7 18 Sd2 Ac6 

19 Axc6 bxc6 20 Sadi h5 21 *fl 
*f6 22 *e2 *e6 23 Bd8 Sxd8 24 
Bxd8 *f5 25 <4>d3 e5 = Radulov-Raj- 
kovi6, Vr§ac 1973. 

11 Af3 (D) 

The usual move, though 11 £)xc6 
can also be considered: ll...Wxc6 12 
c3 Ae6 13 Af3 *1)5 14 Wc2 Bfd8 
(14...Ad5 gives Black easy equality) 
15 a4 ^4 16 a5 (better is 16 Axb7 
Af5 17 Wcl Bab8 18 Af3 a5 with 
compensation for the sacrificed pawn) 
16...iLd5 17 Axd5 Bxd5 and Black 
has a slight advantage, Leonard-Don- 
aldson. West Chester 1983. 

U.J§a5! 

This nice idea has been know since 
the game Ravinsky-Lisitsyn, USSR 
Ch 1944 (1 e4 c5 2 £>f3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 
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4 £>xd4 £>f6 5 £>c3 g6 6 £e2 Ag7 7 
A.e3 0-0 8 0-0 £ic6 9 h3 d5 10 exd5 
£>xd5 11 £>xd5 Wxd5 12 ki3 #a5! 
with play as in our main line). With 

ll...Wa5 Black gets his queen out of 
harm’s way and dares White to cap¬ 
ture on c6. If White tries to win a 
pawn. Black is confident that he will 
get lots of compensation in the form of 
active pieces and pressure against the 
white pawns. 

For those players who like to ex¬ 
plore relatively new ideas, ll...#c4!? 
deserves a serious look: 12 5ixc6 bxc6 
13 c3 (13 «U3 kc6 14 Wxc4 kxc4 15 
Hfdl kxb2 16 Habl £.f6 17 Axc6 
£xa2 18 Axa8 kxbl 19 Ae4 V 2 -V 2 
Deli-Aronin, Moscow Central Chess 
Club 1962) 13...i.e6 14 Hel (14 Wc2 
a5 15 kc2 Af5 16 kx c4 i.xc2 17 
Sacl kf5 18 Hfel Hfe8 19 Ac5 e5 20 
5cdl Hab8 21 b4 axb4 22 cxb4 kf& 
V 2 -V 2 Thomsen-Weemaes, Novi Sad 
1990) 14...HH815«fe2#xe216Hxe2 
kd5 17 Hcl a5 18 c4?? (Black had a 
good game in any case, but this just 
tosses a pawn away) 18..Jkxc4 19 
Hec2 kd5 20 b3 e5 and Black won in 
35 moves in Short-Christiansen, Mon¬ 
aco Amber rpd 1993. 


Not to be recommended is the pas¬ 
sive 1 l...tfd7, which leads to a supe¬ 
rior endgame for White after 12 &xc6 
bxc6 13 c3 Hb8 14 Wxd7 A.xd7 15 
Hfdl kc6 16 Hd2, Radulov-Fimha- 
ber, Kiel 1978. 

12 <&xc6 

Alternatives: 

1) 12ixc6bxc6andnow: 

la) 13 5}xc6 ifc7 (already ?) 14 
£id4 Aa6 15 Hel Had8 16 Wg4 kcS 
17 «e4 Ab7 18 #g4 h5 19 £ib5 *c6 
20 #g5 f6 21 #xg6 ltxb5 22 kh6 
Hf7 and Black won in Muller-Don- 
aldson, Vancouver 1980. 

lb) 13 £>b3 (trying to make use of 
the c5-square) 13...Wc7 14 c3 «fi.a6 
(also good is 14...a5 15 £>c5 a4 16 
£)xa4 Hd8 with the idea of ...ke6 or 
...£f5 =/?) 15 Hel Had8 16 «Tg4 Hd5 
17 Wa4 kb5 18 Wxa7 #xa7 19 £xa7 
e5 20 fiedl Ha8 21 Hxd5 cxd5 22 kc5 
kc4 23 *hcl d4 24 b3 ke6 and Black 
won in a few moves in Casey-Don- 
aldson, Seattle 1979. 

2) 12^b3#c713c3Af5 14lfe2 
Sad8 15 Hfdl £ie5 16 £id4 kdl 17 
Af4 £>xf3+ 18 Wxf3 e5 19 kg3 Wc4 
20 «fe2 b5 21 #xc4 bxc4 22 *hc2 ke6 
23 f3 a5 gave Black a clear advantage 
in Roll-Donaldson, Philadelphia 1983. 

3) 12 c3!? (perhaps this is White’s 
safest move) 12...£ixd4 13 Axd4 Hd8 
14 *e2 kxd4 15 cxd4 e6 16 Hfdl is 
equal after 16...#b6 17 d5. Notice that 

16...Hb8 is strongly answered by 17 
We5!. 

12...bxc6 13 Hfel 

Accepting the sacrifice with 13 
&xc6? Hb8 gives Black too much ac¬ 
tivity: 

1) 14 b4?! was an original idea that 
came up in Mattern-Silman, North 
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American Open 1991. Unfortunately 
for White, the cold-blooded 14...Bxb4! 
gives Black the advantage after IS 
jLd2 iLxal 16 'B'xal Wc5 17 £xb4 
'ifxb4. 

2) 14 Wd5 Wc 7 15 &a4 Sxb2 16 
Wc5 Wb7 17 £b3 £f5 18 Bad IIc8 
19 Wxa7 Wxa7 20 ±xa7 Jixc2 21 g4 
Bc3 22 JLxc2 Bbxc2 23 Sxc2 Hxc2 
led to Black’s advantage in Basanta- 
Donaldson, Bellingham 1987. 

3) 14 Af4 Aa6 15 Sel £xb2 16 
Sxe7 Sfd8 17 Wbl Af6 18 Ac7 Wc3 
with advantage to Black, Sherzer- 
Donaldson, New York 1985. 

13.. .5.8 14 c3 c5 

Avoiding 14...#c7 15 .fi.c5, but 

l5...Sd8 16 Sel e5 seems fine for 
Black. 

15 Ad5 

According to Andres, 15 Sdl c4! 
16 Bd5 Wa6 17 b4 cxb3 18 axb3 lTe6 
is unclear. 

An interesting battle occurred after 
15 JSel in the game Becerra-Diaz, Ha¬ 
vana 1992: 15...C4 16 Ag5 f6 17 £h6 
Axh6 18 Wxh6 e5 19 b4 1^6 20 
£e4 Af5 21 £xf5 gxf5 22 Sadi Sbd8 
and the threat of ...Sd3 made White 
scramble for the draw. 

15.. Af5 

15.. .#b5l? also deserves consid¬ 
eration. 

16 Sdl fifd8 17 &f4 Hbc8 18 
We3l 

18 .fi.c4 poses no problems for 
Black after 18...»a4! 19 Ab3 (19 b3 
Wa5! turns c3 into a target) 19...Wc6 
intending 20...c4 ? - analysis by An¬ 
dres. 

18.. JU7 

Black must avoid 18...c4 19 jfiLb7! 
Sxdl+ 20 Sxdl Sd8 21 Sxd8+ Wxd8 


22 h3 a5 23 ttc5!, when Black’s pawns 
have become weaklings. 

19 £c4 ficd8 20 Sxd7 Sxd7 21 h3 
h5 22 SLe5 

Black should be able to achieve full 
equality with careful play. Estevez- 
Andres, Sagua la Grande 1987 contin¬ 
ued 22...£xe5 23 Wxe5 Vfb6 24 b3 
®d6 25 Sel (25 Iffxd6 exd6! {so that 
Sel-e5 won’t be available to the white 
rook} 26 Sdl Ac6\ = - analysis by 
Andres) 25...Wd2 26 a4 (26 Se2 »cl+ 
27 *h2 h4! 28 Sel =) 26...&d3! = 27 
&xd3 2xd3 28 #xe7 #xc3 and Black 
had solved all his problems. 


B4) 

8 f4 (D) 



8...d6 

The simplest way to meet White’s 
advance. With 8...d6 Black forces 
White into a main line of the Acceler¬ 
ated Dragon (see note after White’s 
ninth move) or into a main line of the 
Classical which is known as being 
completely innocuous for White. 

Less dependable is 8...d5?! 9 e5 
$ie4 10 $}xe4 dxe4 11 &xc6 bxc6 12 
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WxdS Sxd8 13 jLc4, when White has 
to stand better, although Tamowski- 
Gheorghiu, Bucharest 1961 proved 
entertaining: 13...fib8 (13...Sfc>f8 14 
0-0 aS IS iLb6 ± Olafsson-Larsen, 
Wageningen 1957) 14 b3 g5 15 -£.xa7 
Ha8 16 Ae3 gxf4 17 Arf4 £a6 18 
^.xa6 Hxa6 19 < 4>e2 f6 20 a4 fxe5 21 
i.e3 <£>f7 22 fiadl Bd5 23 Bhfl+ *e6 
24 c4 Sd4 25 &xd4 exd4 26 Bf4 *e5 
27 Bh4 c5 28 Sh5+ *d6 29 Bxh7 
±f6 30 Bh5 Bb6 31 Bbl Bb8 32 g3 
&e5 33 Sh4 e3 34 <±>d3 Bf8 35 b4 Bf2 
and Black won in 57. 

For those who are looking for some¬ 
thing different, 8...e5!? might prove 
interesting: 9 £ldb5 exf4 10 fix f4 
fte8 11 0-0 £te5 12 SM5 a6 13 £>bc3 
£>c7 14 £>xc7 Wxcl 15 £kI5 Wd8 16 
Ae3 b5 17 i.b6 #g5 18 ±c5 Se8 19 
±e3 Wd8 20 £b6 #g5 21 £>c7 Jkbl 
22 Jk.f3 f5! 23 £>xe8 Sxe8 with plenty 
of compensation for the sacrificed 
exchange. A.Grosar-Zsu.Polgar, Por- 
toroi/Nova Gorica 1991 continued 24 
ttcl (betteris 24 exf5 £}xf3+ 25 Bxf3 
=) 24...£\xf3+ 25 Sxf3 «T6 26 ±a5 
Sxe4 27 Sf2 Wh4 28 £c3 4.h6 29 
±d2 jLfS! 30 £e3 £d6 31 g3 £xg3! 

32 Hg2 (32 hxg3 ffhl+!) 32...£xh2+ 

33 *fl lfh3 34 Wd2 Hxe3 0-1. 

9 0-0 

The alternative is 9 £tt>3 (note that 
the aggressive-looking 9 g4? fails to 
9..Jbtg4 10 Axg4 &xg4 11 Wxg4 
£ixd4) but then Black can try the inter¬ 
esting 9...b6!? (9....£.e6 10 0-0 £ia5 is 
the main-line Classical; fully play¬ 
able, of course, but why not transpose 
into Accelerated positions that we are 
already familiar with?) 10 0-0 (White’s 
sharpest try is 10 g4 Ab7 11 g5 £ki712 
h4, when 12...^c5 leads to unexplored 


play) 10...#c7, when we have trans¬ 
posed into the main-line Accelerated 
(usually coming about by 1 e4 c5 2 
£>f3 ®c6 3 d4 cxd4 4 ^xd4 g6 5 &c3 
£g7 6 £e3 £>f6 1 £c4 Wa5 8 0-0 0-0 
9 &b3 mi 10 f4 d6 11 £e2 b6 reach¬ 
ing the same position with an extra 
number thrown in due to ...#d8-a5-c7 
and Afl-c4-e2). 

For those who don’t trust 9 5^b3 b6 
for Black in this particular position, 
and for those who don’t wish to go 
into the main lines of the Classical 
with 10 £ft>3 Ae6, the interesting 9 
5)b3 e5!? (D) (trying to turn the e5- 
square into a home for Black’s pieces) 
might be worth looking into: 



1) 10 lfd2 a5! 11 a4 exf4 12 Axf4 
2e8 13 ^.f3 4^e5 is equal according to 
Pachman. 

2) 10 0-0 exf4 11 Axf4 2e8 12 
$Lf3 (also possible is 12 Wxd6 Vtb6+ 
13 Wc5 £>xe4, Kolpakov-Tukmakov, 
USSR Spartakiad 1979, when Geller 
gives 14 £>xe4 Hxe4 15 $Ld3 as un¬ 
clear) 12...&e5 13 *hl (13 JLg5l? 
might also be considered, although 
13...Wb6+ 14 *hl £e6 seems com¬ 
fortable for Black) 13...h6 14 «M4 a6 
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15 Ae2 (15 a4 =) 15...b5 16 a4 b4 17 
£>d5 (17 £>a2 Ab7 18 £>xb4 &xe4 is 
not clear, but 17...Wb6 should give 
Black an edge according to Golubev) 

17...&xd5 18 exd5 Ab7 19 £>b3 (19 
Wd2 is met by 19...Wa5l, when both 
20 Axe5 dxe5 21 Axc6 22 dxc6 

Wc5 and 20 Axh6 Wxd5! are better 
lor Black) 19...Sc8 20 Wd2 £>c4! 21 
Axc4 fixc4 and Black’s two bishops 
and pressure on the d5- and b2-pawns 
give him a clear advantage, Stavich- 
Golubev, USSR 1988. 

9...Wb6! (D) 



This move is quite strong. The 
threats of 10...^xe4 11 £}xe4 Axd4 
and 10...Wxb2 force White to react in 
ways that he didn’t intend to. 

10 e5!? 

Known as the Zollner Gambit, this 
pawn sacrifice probably isn’t com¬ 
pletely sound. White has quite a few 
alternatives: 

1) 10Wd2??£)xe4!. 

2) 10 £tf5? Wxb2 11 £>a4 Wa3 12 
c3 &xe4! 13 Acl 5ixc3 14 Axa3 £ixdl 
15 £)xg7 5ie3 and once Black wins 
the trapped knight on g7 he will be 
three pawns up. 


3) 10 *hl &xe4 11 &xc6 Wxc6 

12 5ki5, Romanishin-Sosonko, Til¬ 
burg 1979,12...&e8! 13 Af3 f5 leaves 
Black with a clear advantage. 

4) 10 &a4 gives Black a good posi¬ 
tion after 10...Wb4 (if Black is satis¬ 
fied with a draw, then it is useful to 
know that 10...Wa5 11 £k:3 Wb6 is a 
repetition) 11 c3 Wa5 (forcing White 
to make weaknesses in his queenside 
pawn structure) 12 b4 Wc7 13 Af3 
Ad7 14 He 1 Sab8, PospiSil-Alster, 
Venice 1949. 

5) 10 Wd3 (this is probably White’s 
best choice) 10...5^g4 (the surprising 

10...Ag4!? 11 £>e6 Wxb2 12 Habl 
Axe2 13 £\xe2 Wxa2 14 £>xf8 Hxf8 
15 Hxb7 We6 gave Black some com¬ 
pensation in Podlesnik-Velimirovi6, 
Yugoslav Ch 1988) 11 £>d5 (Black is 
comfortable after 11 Axg4 Axd4 12 
Axd4 Wxd4+ 13 Wxd4 £>xd4 14 
Axc8 Haxc8 15 31f2 <S?g7 16 Hdl Oc4 
17 31fd2 e5 18 Ofl f5 = Me§trovi6- 
Hartston, Orebro 1966) ll...Axd4 12 
Axg4 (forced; 12 &xb6 is just good 
for Black: 12...Axe3+ 13 ^hl Axb6 14 
Axg4 Axg4 15 f5 gxf5 16 exf5 £>e5 
17 Wg3 <4>h8 18 Wh4 Ad8, Bosch- 
Landau, Amsterdam 1939) 12...Axe3+ 

13 Wxe3 Wxe3+ 14 &xe3 Axg4 15 
£>xg4 =. 

10...dxe5 11 fxe5 &xe5 12 £>f5 
Wxb2! 13 £ixe7+ *h8 14 Ad4 

The only good move. 14 Wd2? Ae6 
15 fiabl Wa3 16 Hxb7 Sfd8 17 Wei 
&e4 18 £)dl £>c4 is bad for White, 
Sanguinetti-Marini, Mar del Plata 
1954. 

Another poor choice is 14 &xc8? 
Wxc3 15 Ad4 Wxc8 16 Axe5 3Id8 17 
Ad4 £>e4 18 Axg7+ *xg7 19 Wei 
Wc5+ 20 *hl Wxc2, when White has 
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insufficient compensation for the two 
lost pawns. 

14.. .Wb4! 15 Axe5 

Other moves are clearly worse: 

1) 15 £kd5? lets Black win after 

15...&xd5 16£>xd5Wxd4+! 17*^4 
&f3+. 

2) 15 £>xc8?! Haxc8 (15...£td8 may 
be even stronger: 16 £ib5 Baxc8 17 c3 
We7 18 £>xa7 Bxc3! 19 Wei Bc2 20 
Adi Bxd4 21 Axc2 Wc5 22 *hl £>g8 
23 Ab3? Wxa.7 24 Axf7 £le7! and 
Black is on his way to victory, Palda- 
Galia, Vienna 1947) 16 Axe5 Bfd8 17 
Axf6 (or 17 Wei Wc5+ picking up the 
e5-bishop) 17...Axf6 with a consider¬ 
able advantage. 

3) 15Hxf6?Axf616£led5£rf3+! 
17 Axf3 Wxd4+. 

15.. .Wxe716 Wd4 £)h517 Axg7+ 

4)xg7 18 Ad3 

Also in Black’s favour is 18 &d5 
Wd6 19 Badl Ae6. 

18.. .Ae6 

White has some, but not quite suffi¬ 
cient, compensation for the sacrificed 
pawn. 

B5) 

8 £>b3 (D) 

With this move White stops Black’s 
planned ...d7-d5 advance and prepares 
to go into the main lines of the Classi¬ 
cal. 

8.. .a5! 

Trying to take advantage of the Ac¬ 
celerated move-order. By threatening 
to play ...a5-a4, Black forces White to 
advance his a-pawn to a4 and give 
Black's knight access to the b4-square. 
Once on b4, Black will be threatening 
to advance his pawn to dS. 



Rarely seen is 8...b6!? 9 f4 JLb7 10 
£f3 e5?! (10...d6!? is a calmer move) 
11 0-0 We7 12 g3 2ad8 13 #d2 d5, 
Milner-Barry - Wade, British Ch (Aber¬ 
ystwyth) 1955, and now simply 14 
£lxd5 4)xd5 15 exd5 is clearly better 
for White. 

9a4 

The only real challenge to Black’s 
idea. Alternatives give Black an easy 
game: 

1) 9 0-0 a4 10 &d4 d5! 11 exd5 
&xd5 12 £ixd5 Wxd5 13 &f3 Wc4 
(sacrificing a pawn with 13...Wa5!? is 
also possible) 14 c3 5ixd4 15 cxd4 
2d8 16 Wcl Wxcl 17 Sfxcl ±xd4 18 
i.xd4 Hxd4 19 2c7 2d7 20 Had 
flxc7 21 2xc7 &e6 22 flxe7 2c8 23 
h3 b5 24 Bb7 2c5 25 a3 *g7 26 2b6 
Hcl+ 27 *h2 ic4 28 Ac6 Hc2 29 
b4 axb3 30 £.xb5 £e6 31 <±>g3 b2 32 
&a4 Hc3+ 0-1 Ravinsky-Vasiukov, 
Moscow Ch 1958. Black promotes his 
pawn after 33 f3 Jk.b3!. 

2) 9 *hd5 (taking aim at the b6- 
square) 9...d6! 10 £>b6 (10 i.b6 «d7 
gives Black a good position due to the 
threats of ...a4 and ...£)xe4) 10...Bb8 
11 f3 £e6 12 c4 <5)d7 13 £>a4 £xc4! 
14 i.xc4 b5 15 £xf7+ 2xf7 16 £>c3 
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£>de5 17 &xd4 18 Axd4 e6 19 
0-0 &c4 20 Bbl?! Ah6 21 Bel &f4 

22 b3 £>d2 23 Bb2 Wg5 and Black 
went on to win in Schutt-H.Schmid, 
coir 1976. 

3) 9 a3 a4 10 &cl (both 10 £>d2 
d5! and 10 £lc5 d6 11 £>5xa4 £>xe4 
are quite nice for Black) 10...d6 11 f4 
iLe6 (11_&.d7 also deserves consid¬ 

eration) 12 Jkf3 £ia5! 13 Bbl £k:4 14 
Ad4 Wa5 15 0-0 Bac8 16 £»la2 i.d7! 
17 ihl e5! with advantage to Black, 
Zhukhovitsky-Suetin, Vilnius 1953. 

9...&b4 

Continuing with the plan of a quick 
...d7-d5. Though there is limited expe¬ 
rience with this position, practice so 
far has not been kind to White. 

An alternative is 9...d6 (transposing 
to a Dragon) 10 0-0 JLc 6 11 5)d4 
£>xd4 12 £xd4 Wc7 13 Bel Bac8 14 
JLd3 Jkc415 e5 dxe5 16 ±xe5 Wc617 
i.c4 Wxc4 18 Wf3 Wb4 19 h3 Bfd8 
20 We2 e6 21 Ba3 £kl5 22 Bb3 4ic3 

23 JLc3 !Ta4 24 iLg7 *g7 and l h- l h in 
33, Tolush-Kitaev, corr 1967. 

10 A.f3?! (D) 

This is certainly not the answer to 
White’s problems. However, other 
moves haven't given White any joy ei¬ 
ther: 

1) 10 0-0 d5! with an equal posi¬ 
tion, since 11 e5 &e4 is quite nice for 
Black. 

2) 10e5?!£k;8 11 Af4 d6 12 exd6 
(12 £>b5 JifS 13 £>3d4 dxe5 favours 
Black) 12...£lxd6 13 Bel Af5 (Black 
could win a pawn by 13...iLxc3+ 14 
bxc3 £ia2 but he prefers to keep his 
Dragon bishop) 14 £>d4 e5 15 4)xf5 
£)xf5 16 iLd2 Wb6 favoured Black in 
Karpov-Hodgson, London (clock si¬ 
multaneous) 1976. 


3) 10 f4 d5 11 e5 &e4 12 ±f3 (12 
5)xe4 dxe4 13 #xd8 Bxd8 14 Bel 
£>d5! is annoying since 15 iLf2 or 15 
JLc5 allows 15...£)xf4) 12..JLf5 13 
£id4 Bc 8 led to sharp play in Galkin- 
Kochiev, St Petersburg 1993:14 £lcb5 
f6 15 c3 fxe5! 16 £>xf5 gxf5 17 cxb4 
exf4 18 Axf4 e5 19 &cl *h8 20 We2 
axb4 21 0-0 £k;5 22 £d2 e4 23 ±xb4 
exf3 24 Bxf3 Be8 25 Itil <&e4 26 
Bxf5 Wb6+ 27 *fl #h6 28 *gl 
We3+ 29 *fl Bf8! 30 Bf3 (hopeless, 
but after 30 ilxf8 Black can continue 

30.. .£kl2+) 30...Bxf3+ 31 gxf3 (on 31 
#xf3. Black has 31...Bf8! 32 Axf8? 
SM2#) 31...1T2#. 

4) 10 Wd2 d5 11 Bdl jke6 12 £k:5 
£>xe413&3xe4dxe414£>xe6«fxd2+ 
15 Bxd2 fxe6 16 c3 £k! 5 17 Ag4 
£)xe3 18 jkxe6+ <±>h8 19 fxe3 ±h6 20 
Bd4 (White didn’t like the looks of 
20 <4?e2 Bf6 followed by 21...Baf8) 

20.. .J.xe3 21 Bxe4 JLcl 22 <4>dl 
^.xb2 23 4*c2 iLa3, Gi.Garcia-Antu- 
nes, Seville 1994. The game was drawn 
in 35 moves. 



10...d6 

Black’s ...d7-d5 advance has been 
contained, but White has paid a heavy 
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price: his bishop is very poorly placed 
onf3. 

U0-0£e612£td4 

No better is 12 Bel Axb3 13 cxb3 
14 Ae2Bc8 15 Bel &c5 16Ab5 
e6 17 Be2 #e 7 18 Bd2 Bfd8 19 Ac4 
f5 20 Af4 Ae5 21 Axe 5 dxe5 22 exf5 
gxf5 23 Bxd8+ Bxd8 24 WhS 4>h8 25 
Wh6 e4 26 &e2 Wg7 27 Wh4 Bg8 28 
g3 &bd3, when Black’s pieces ruled 


the board in Bastrikov-Vasiukov, Ere¬ 
van 1955. 

12,..£c4 

Lemrye-Donaldson, Philadelphia 
1979. Black’s position is very pleas¬ 
ant. After 13 Bel Vc8 14 £sdb5 Bd8 
15 Ad4 Ba6 16 b3 e5 17 Ae3 Ae6 18 
Vte2 d5 19 exd5 Af5! White’s game 
was falling apart due to the dual 
threats of 20...£ixc2 and 20...e4. 



2 Weekend Variation: 
White mixes f3 and Jtc4 


We call this the ‘Weekend Variation* 
since it appears in one weekend Swiss 
system tournament after another. The 
line arises when White makes logical 
moves that attempt to steer the game 
into the Yugoslav Attack of the Dragon. 
However, the Accelerated move-order 
leaves White facing some surprises, 
and his goal of a Yugoslav Attack 
never materializes. 

1 e4 c5 2 £>f3 £>c6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £>xd4 
g65 £>e3 ±g7 6 Ae3 £>f6 7f3 

Rare but interesting is 7 f4. Three 
miniatures explore the possibilities: 

1) 7...lTb6 8 ®>f5 lfxb2 9 £>xg7+ 
*f8 10 4.d2 £>b4 11 Sbl £>xc2+ 12 
< 4?f2 £>xe4+ (in for a penny, in for a 
pound!) 13 £>xe4 #d4+ 14 *f3 d5 15 
#xc2 dxe4+ 16 £g3 e5 17 Hb4 exf4+ 
18 *xf4 #f2+ 19 *e5 e3 20 fif4 
Wxd2 21 Wb3 415 22 Hd4 f6+ 0-1 
Smaldone-Scrocacarello, corr 1985. 
We have no intention of condoning ei¬ 
ther side’s moves, but it was entertain¬ 
ing, don’t you agree? 

2) 7...0-0 8 e5 £>e8 9 4x4 £>xd4 
10 #xd4 d6 11 0-0-0 Va 5 12 Wd5 
#xd5 13 £>xd5 dxe5 14 £>xe7+ *h8 
15 fxe5 4.xe5 16 Hd8 b5 17 4.d5 Hb8 
18 4.h6 4.g7 19 4.xg7+ *xg7 20 
Hxc8 Itxc8 21 £>xc8 l-0Lanka-Mica- 
lizzi, Groningen 1991. 

3) 7...d6 (the most sensible reply) 
8 £)xc6 (8 4x2 0-0 transposes into 


Classical Dragon positions that are 
explored in Chapter 1, Variation B4) 
8...bxc6 9 e5 £lg4 10 4.gl dxe5 11 
#xd8+ *xd8 12 0-0-0+ <±>c7 13 h3 
£>h6 14 Sel £>f5 15 fxe5 ^g3 16 
4.h2£>xhl 17e6+*d8 18ltdl+*e8 
19 exf7+ <4>xf7 20 4x4+ 4x6 0-1 
Vooremaa-Pohla, USSR 1967. 

7...0-0 (D) 

The tempting 7...d5? is premature 
due to 8 4.b5!. 



8 4x4 

Though 8 4x4 is the key move in 
this chapter, it is also worth taking a 
quick glance at other possibilities: 

1) 8 g4? #b6! 9 £>cb5 a6 10 £>f5 
fti8 11 &xg7 axb5 12 g5 £>xe4! is 
very good for Black, Szepaniec-Gaw- 
likowski, Poland 1954. 

2) 8 5)b3 a5! (also possible is 
8...d5 9 exd5 £>b4 10 Wd2 &fxd5 11 
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£>xd5 &xd5 12 0-0-0 Ae 6 13 Ac4 
£>c714 *^8 Bfxd815 Axe6 ®xe6= 
Hort-Don5cvi6, Bundesliga 1983/4) 9 
i.b5 d5! 10 exd5 £>b4 11 d6 £f5 12 
Bel a413 £>d4 #xd614 £>xf5 Wxdl+ 
15 Bxdl gxf5 16 &c5 £ixc2+ 17 *£2 
Bfc8 18 jLxe7 a3 19Bd2axb220£ia4 
jkh6 was winning for Black in Rubel- 
Aronson, Leningrad 1957. 

3) 8 #12 is commonly seen but 
8...d5! gives Black excellent play: 

3a) 9 £>xc6 bxc6 10 exd5 (10 e5 
£)d7 11 f4 e6 12 £)a4? loses to the in¬ 
structive tactic 12...4bxe5! 13 fxe5 
Wh4+, while 10 0-0-0 Wc7 11 exd5 
£ixd5 12 £>xd5 cxd5 13 Wxd5 Af5 14 
«fc4 We5 15 Wd4 Wb8 is also embar¬ 
rassing for White, Whiteacre-Donald- 
son, Columbus 1975) 10...£)xd5 11 
Ad4 e5 12 Ac5 £>xc3! (Black is a full 
tempo ahead of a well-known line in 
the Dragon) 13 jLxf8 Wxf8 14 bxc3 
(14 «fxc3 e4 15 Wxc6 Af5 gives Black 
excellent play for the sacrificed mate¬ 
rial) M.-.WcS 15 Bdl Ae6 16 c4 e4! 
17 fxe4 Be8 18 id3 Ag4 19 h3 (19 
fibl jSLc3! 20 Wxc3 We3+ finishes 
White’s existence) 19...iLc3! 20 #xc3 
We3+ 21 *fl Bxe4! 22 Wf6 (22 Axe4 
Ae2+ 23 *el £.d3#) 22...i.xdl 23 
g3, Krnic-Velimirovid, Yugoslav Cht 
1971, and now 23...Jkf3 would have 
won immediately. 

3b) No better is 9 exd5 &xd5 (an¬ 
other tempting possibility is 9...£lb4, 
when both 10 d6 Wxd6 11 £lcb5 
VifeS 12&f2 5)bd5, Zaitsev-Bielczyk, 
corr 1978, and 10 Jkc4 &bxd5 11 
Af2 £lxc3 12 Wxc3 e5 13 £)b3 e4, 
Hugues-Boshku, Novi Sad OL 1990, 
favour Black) 10 £)xd5 #xd5 11 £>xc6 
Wxc6 12 0-0-0, when both 12...±e6 
and 12...iLf5 favour Black. 


3c) Also nice for Black is 9 0-0-0 
£)xd4 10 &xd4 dxe4 11 fxe4 Ae6 
with a slight advantage, Belarbi-For- 
intos, Siegen OL 1970. 

After 8 Ac4 (D) White is ready to 
play 9 #<12 and 10 0-0-0 with a Yugo¬ 
slav Attack. In order to prevent this. 
Black must try either S.-.Wbb or the 
less well-known 8...e6!?: 



A: 8...#b6 32 

B: 8...e6!? 35 


A) 

$... 11)6 

This excellent move attacks b2 and 
also intensifies the pressure on the 
d4-knight. 

9 Ab3 (D) 

After settling into the shock of 
missing 8...®b6, players with White 
the world over have tried almost every 
imaginable move in a desperate effort 
to escape their fate (not realizing that 9 
Ab3 gives them a perfectly playable 
game!): 

1) 9 a3 allows 9...d6 10 £k;e2 
Wa5+ 11 c3 £>e5 12 Aa2 Wa6 13 0-0 
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Ad7 with a slight advantage for Black, 
Kcrcs-Larsen, Beverwijk 1964. 

2) On 9 Wd2 Black emerges a pawn 
up after 9...£ixe4, when the following 
three moves have been tried: 

2a) 10 £)xc6 £>xd2 11 £)xe7+ ^h8 
12 Axb6 £>xc4 13 Ac7 Axc3+ 14 
hxc3 Se8 and Black won quickly in 
I’ictre-Donaldson, Seattle 1978. 

2b) 10 £>xe4 Axd411 Axd4 #xd4 
12 Wxd4 £ixd4 13 0-0-0 &c6, Jons- 
son-Thorsteins, Reykjavik 1982. 

2c) 10 fxe4 (best) 10...Axd4 11 
Axd4 Wxd4 12 Wxd4 &xd4 13 0-0-0 
^tc6 14 £>d5 Sb8 15 Ab5 2e8 16 Sd2 
«6 17 Ae2 d6 18 h4 h6 19 g4 *g7 20 
g5 Sh8 21 Sgl hxg5 22 hxg5 Sh4 23 
it. 13 Ae6 24 £lc3 £>e5 25 Hf2 Ef4 26 
Sg3 Ag4 0-1 M.Babar-Rind, London 
Lloyds Bank 1991. 

3) 9 Wd3 £>e5 10 #e2 *xb2 11 
4>d2 «fb4 12 Ab5 d5 13 Sabi Wa5 14 
ftb3 £sxf3+ 15 gxf3 £>xe4+ 16 fxe4 
Axc3+ 17 *dl Wxa2 18 2c 1 dxe4 0-1 
Almeida-Garcia Padron, Mesa 1992. 

4) 9 0-0 l f xb2 10 Wd2 (10 £>cb5 
Wb4 11 We2 Wa5 12 2fdl d6 13 Wf2 
Ad7 and Black is a pawn up for noth¬ 
ing, N.-P.Nielsen-Yakovich, Aalborg 
1993) 10...1 r b4 11 £lxc6 dxc6 12 e5 
#xc4 13 exf6 Axf6 14 £>e4 Axal 15 
Sxal Af5 16 £>g3 Efd8 17 Wa5 Ed5 
18 Wc7 Wc3 0-1 Baraat-Kabli, Mos¬ 
cow 1994. 

5) 9 &f5 Wxb2 10 £>d5 £ixd5 11 
cxd5 I'xal 12 £>h6+ *h8 13 Wxal 
Axal 14 dxc6 e6 15 Ac5 < 4’g7 16 
Axf8+ *xf8 17 cxd7 Axd7 18 *e2 
Ag7 19 €)g4 Ec8 and Black’s extra 
pawn, two bishops and superior pawn 
structure should give him an easy 
win, Isaksen-Rasmussen, Copenha¬ 
gen 1995. 


6) 9 £>cb5 a6 10 £tf5 tfa5+ 11 
Ad2 «U8 12 £>xg7 axb5 and White 
loses a decisive amount of material. 



9...£lxe4! 

A typical tactical motif. Black opens 
up his g7-bishop and piles on the pres¬ 
sure against d4. 

Also possible is 9...&g4 10 fxg4 
(10 5)a4?! is well met by 10...#b4-l-!, 
and not 10...£»xe3 11 £>xb6 &xdl 12 
&xa8 £)xb2 13 £>xc6 bxc6 14 Ebl 
Ab7 15 *d2 Ah6+ 16 *e2 Aa6+ 17 
*f2 &c4 18 &c7 Ab5 19 &xb5 ± 
Lester-Donaldson, Cincinnati 1975) 

10.. .Axd4 11 Axd4 (White can also 
consider 11 £>d5, even though Black’s 
chances should be preferred after 

11.. . 1 1 r a5+ 12 c3 Axe3 13 £>xe3 Wg5 
{or 13...d6 14 Wd2 iLe6 15 £>d5 
Axd5 16 exd5 £te5 17 g5 Wb5! 18 0- 
0-0 a5 19 Edgl f6 20 Adi fxg5 21 a4 
#d3, S.Owen-Donnelly, corr 1983-4) 
14 Wd2 d6 15 0-0-0 Axg4 16 h4 WhS 
17 &xg4 #xg4 18 h5 g5 19 h6 4>h8 
20 fidfl f6 and Black is a healthy 
pawn up, Kovacs-Petursson, Copen¬ 
hagen 1981) 11...5)xd4! (also play¬ 
able is ll...tfxd4, which leads to a 
balanced endgame after 12 Wxd4 
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&xd4 13 0-0-0 {13 5M5 £>c6 14 &a4 
<£>g7 = Sakharov-Stein, Kiev 1965} 

13...®*xb3+ 14 axb3 d6) 12 5M5 Wa5+ 

13 c3 5}c6 (Korchnoi in ECO gives 
only 13...£>xb3 14 axb3 Wd8 15 g5 ±). 
After 13,..£*c6, which was played in 
Lugo-R.Hemandez, Cuba 1988, Black 
is doing fine. His plan should be to fol¬ 
low with ...d6, ....&e6, and then ex¬ 
change off the dangerous knight on d5 
while putting his own horse on e5. 

10&d5 

10 fxe4? &xd411 5M5 Wa5+12 c3 
«&xe3 13 £>xe3 d6 doesn’t give White 
any compensation at all for Black’s 
extra pawn. 

10...Wa5+ 11 c3 5k5 

Also possible is 11...5if6, which 
led to equal chances in Walder-Don- 
aldson, Los Angeles 1984, and Stef- 
ansson-Donaldson, Reykjavik 1986, 
after 12 5ixc6 dxc6 (Dzindzichashvili 
recommends 12...bxc6 13 5ixe7+ 

14 5}xc8 Baxc8 15 0-0 d5) 13 5ke7+ 
*h8 14 5kc8 Baxc8 15 0-0 Bcd8 16 
Wc2 5M5. 

Lately, Black has been trying to 
milk the position for as much as possi¬ 
ble with 11.. Jkxd4!? 12 «&xd4 5k5: 

1) 13i.c4 5ie614b4Wd815i.e3 
d6 with an unbalanced position, Ozs- 
vath-Honfi, Budapest 1963. 

2) 13 i.c2 5k3+ 14 i.xd3 Wxd5 

15 i.e3 d6 16 We2 5k5 17 i.c2 Wc4 
18 Wxc4 5}xc4 doesn’t give White 
enough for the pawn, Sluka-Ska£el- 
ova, Pardubice 1992. 

3) 13 0-0 5ixb3 14 Wxb3 d6 15 
i.f2 i.e6 16 c4 Bab8 17 Bfdl Bfc8 
and White doesn’t have enough for the 
pawn, Pulido-Spangenberg, Seville 
1994. The rest of the game went as fol¬ 
lows: 18 We3 Wd8 19 Bad b6 20 


ih4 Bb7 21 f4 Wf8 22 a3 5k5 23 b3 
i.xd5 24 Bxd5 Bbc7 25 Bel f6 26 g4 
Wf7 27 Bd3 5k6 28 We4 a6 29 Bd5 
5k5 30 We3 Bb7 31 Bd4 b5 32 cxb5 
axb5 33 Be4 5k6 34 Bel Bbc7 35 b4 
e5 36 fxe5 fxe5 37 Wd3 5kb4 0-1. 

12 5}xc6 

On 12 i.c4, threatening b2-b4, 
Black has a pleasant choice between 
Kapengut’s 12...Wd8 13 5kc6 dxc6 
14 ixc5 cxd5 15 ixd5 Wc7 and 
Korchnoi’s 12...e6 13 5}xc6 dxc6 14 
5k7+ *h8 15 0-0 5k6 16 i.xa6 
Wxa6 17 Wd6 e5 18 f4 i.e6 19 Badl 
Wa5 20 b4 Wd8. In both cases Black is 
a little better. 

12...dxc613 5}xe7+ &h8 14 £>xc8 

(D) 



14...Be8!? 

This is an interesting attempt to in¬ 
ject some energy into what would oth¬ 
erwise be a pretty lifeless position. 
After the pedestrian 14...Baxc8 the 
game quickly fizzles out to a draw 
with 15 0-0 Bcd8 16 Wc2 and now: 

1) 16...Sfe8 17 £.f2 £>xb3 18 axb3 
Wb5 19 Bfel Bxel+ 20 Bxel Af6 21 
b4 b6 22 We2 Wxe2 V 2 -V 2 W.Watson- 
Chandler, London 1984. 
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2) 16...#b5 17 Bfdl £>g8 18Bxd8 
Bxd8 19 Bdl Be8 20 JLf2 a5 21 £xc5 
'/j -'/2 Fischer-Panno, Portoroz IZ1958. 

15 0-0 (D) 

Also interesting is 15 5)d6 Bxe3+ 
16 *12 Be7 17 Bel! (on 17 £>xf7+ 
llluck has 17...Bxf7 18 jLxf7 and then 
IX...#b6 19 *fl #xb2 20 Bbl 1 r xc3 

21 Bel #b4 or 18...Bd8!? 19 #e2 
5ld3+ 20 ‘i’fl £>xb2! with the point 
I hut 21 #xb2 is met by 21...iLxc3 22 
Wc2 Bd2 - analysis by Andres) 

I7...#b6! 18 *fl (as 18 Bxe7 walks 
into a mating net after 18...£k4+ 19 
•ifc2 Wf2+ 20*d3 £)c5+) 18...Bxel+ 
19 #xel £)xb3 20 5)xf7+? (according 
lo Andres, 20 axb3 Bf8 21 We7 #xb3 

22 #xb7 Wd5 23 £le4 £h6! is un¬ 
clear) 20...*g8 21 We6 Wb5+ 22 4>f2 
#05 23 £3h6+ *f8 24 #xd5 cxd5 25 
uxb3 iLxh6 0-1 Lugo-Andres, Havana 
1988. 



15...Baxc8 

Here 15...Bxe3 doesn’t work out 
well as after 16 5)d6 Be7 17 4)xf7+ 
Bxf7 18 Jk.xf7 #b6 White can just 
play 19 &hl and he doesn’t have the 
problems with his king’s rook that he 
had in the note starting with 15 £M6. 


16JLd4 

Not 16 Bel? because of 16...Bcd8 
and then 17 #e2 Bd3 18 #f2 4>xb3 
19 axb3 Bdxe3!, or 17 #c2 £)d3 18 
Be2 Bxe3! 19 Bxe3 #b6. Black is 
winning in both cases. 

16.. .Bcd8 17 JLxf7 

Black immediately obtained a win¬ 
ning position in Westerinen-Baum- 
bach, 1961 after 17 Axg7+? &xgl 18 
#c2 *hd3 ! 19 *hl #c5 20 h3 #g5 21 
Badl £)f4. 

17.. .Be7 

More ambitious than 17...jk.xd4+, 
which led to a draw in Espig-Dueball, 
Raach 1969, after 18 cxd4 Be7 19 
£c4 Wb4 20 Bel Bxel+ 21 #xel 
#xel+ 22 Bxel Bxd4 23 b3 a5. 

18.&c4 

And not 18 b4 i.xd4+ 19 #xd4+ 
Bxd4 20 bxa5 Bd3 with a clear advan¬ 
tage for Black - analysis by Andres. 

18.. .b5! 19 Ab3 i.xd4+ 20 cxd4 
#b4 21 d5 

The best try as 21 Bel? loses imme¬ 
diately to 21...£ld3!, while 21 Wc2 
1 B f xd4+ 22 tf?hl 5)d3 intending ...c5- 
c4 clearly favours Black. 

21.. .£>xb3 

21.. .a5!? can also be considered. 

22 #xb3 #xb3 23 axb3 Bxd5 

Analysis by the Cuban IM Andres. 

White’s weakened queenside pawns 
give Black all the chances in this end¬ 
game. 

B) 

8.. .e6!? (D) 

This move, which prepares a rapid 
...d7-d5, has apparently only been 
tested in one game, P.Szilagyi-Ador- 
jan, Hungary 1972. In his notes to the 
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encounter, the young Hungarian IM 
(soon to be GM) gave his 8...e6 an ex¬ 
clamation mark. In actual fact it looks 
to be of equal value to S.-.Wbb and a 
good dynamic alternative. Note that 9 
§Mb5 is met by 9...d5!. 



After 8...e6 White can play: 
Bl: 9&xc6 36 

B2: 9£b3 36 


Bl) 

9 £ixc6 bxc610 £c5 d5 

The sharpest but not necessarily the 
best move. Simpler is 10...Be8 11 
Ad6 £>d5! 12 Wd2! (12 exd5? Wh4+ 
followed by 13...1fxc4 is a bad idea 
for White) 12...<&xc3 13 bxc3 #a5 14 
0-0 Axc3 15 «U3 Jkxal 16 llxal 
&b8! (a pretty way to get the rook into 
the game) 17 f4 (17 £.xb8 Wb6+ fol¬ 
lowed by 18...Wxb8 and 19...d5 gives 


Black an excellent game) 17...&b4! 18 
Axb4 ltt r xb4 19 e5 lFb6+ 20 £hl c5 
21 c3 &b7! and Black stands better - 
analysis by Adorjan. 

11 Jixf8Wxf8 12 £d3 

12 $Lb3 ia6 gives Black good 
compensation. 

12.. JZb8 13 0-0 

13 Sbl Wc5 14 £>a4 (or 14 Vd2 
£>xe4!) 14...!fe3+ 15 We2 #d4 16 b3 
li r xa4 17 bxa4 &xbl+ 18 &f2 llxhl is 
bad for White. 

13.. .6xb2 14 £>a4 Hb7! with an 
unclear position - analysis by Ador¬ 
jan. 

B2) 

9 £b3 d5 10 0-0!? 

Here 10 exd5 £»xd5! 11 £ixd5 exd5 
12 0-0 He8 13 kf2 (13 £*xc6 bxc6 14 
iLd4 i.a6! IS 2f2 £xd4 16 #xd4 
#66 f) 13...#g5 intending 14...M3 
or 14...£\a5 gives Black a slight ad¬ 
vantage according to Adoijan. 

10.. .3e8! 

Maintaining the tension is the right 
way to go because 10...dxe4 favours 
White. 

11 £>xc6? 

Correct is 11 exdS &xd5 12 £3xd5 
with equality. 

11.. .bxc6 12 #el JLa6! 13 2f2 d4 
14 2d2 c5 15 £.f2 #a5 16 £>e2 e5! 

Black has a clear advantage, P.Szil- 
agyi-Adoqan, Hungary 1972. 



3 Uogele Variation: 
Main Line with 7...0-0 
and 8 Jlb3 a5 


1 e4 c5 2 £T3 £ic6 3 d4 cxd4 4 5ixd4 
K 6 5 £>c3 ±g7 6 Ae3 £>f6 7 £c4 (D) 



This position represents the meat of 
the Accelerated Dragon. Black is 
playing a Dragon set-up without the 
move ...d7-d6. By leaving this out for 
a while Black will gain a tempo in de¬ 
velopment. He can put this tempo to 
use by either starting a tactical sequence 
(the Uogele) or by forcing White to 
castle kingside, thereby avoiding the 
dreaded Yugoslav Attack. 

7 ...°-° 

The other main line, 7...#a5, will 
be thoroughly examined in Chapter 4. 

After 7...0-0 White can play: 

A: 8 0-0 37 

B: 8£b3 40 


The common 8 f3 was given in de¬ 
tail in Chapter 2. 

A) 

8 0-0 

Korchnoi, in ECO, claims that 8 0-0 
gives White slightly better chances, 
but we don’t believe that White can 
make any tangible gains if Black plays 
carefully. 

After 8 0-0 Black’s two choices are: 
Al: 8...d6 37 

A2:8...£>xe4 39 

A1) 

8...d6 

This simple but good move trans¬ 
poses into a line of the Dragon that is 
known to be innocuous for White. 

9h3£txe4 

If 9...£ke4 isn’t to your taste, then 
9.. JLd7 is a perfectly acceptable alter¬ 
native since 10 Ab3 Wa5 (10...2c8 is 
a Dragon line that is also known to be 
satisfactory for Black) transposes into 
the main lines studied in Chapter 4. 

10 Axf7+ (D) 

The positions arising from 10 5)xe4 
d5 II £>xc6 bxc6 12 Ad3 dxe4 13 
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Axe4 can be looked at in greater detail 
in section A2 (8...&xe4). 



10...2xf7 

The usual move, though Wojtkie- 
wicz’s 10... ( 4 > xf7!? (keeping the rook 
on f8 so it defends the black queen) is 
also critical: 11 £>xe4 4}xd4 12 Axd4 
e5 13 Ae3 d5 14 &g3 (14 Ag5 Wdl 15 
£)c3 h6 16 Ah4 d417 4^e4 was played 
in Jansa-Hellers, Heming 1991, when 
Shirov claims an edge for Black with 

17.. .*g8) 14...^g8 (also possible is 

14.. .d4) 15 c3 Ae6 16 £>e2! g5!? 17 
Wd2 h618 h4! gxh419 Axh6 Wf6! 20 
Ag5 (according to Shirov, 20 Axg7 
Wxg7 21 f4 h3 also leads to mutual 
chances) 20...Wg6 21 Axh4 Hf5! with 
compensation for the sacrificed pawn, 
Adams-Shirov, Biel 1991. The game 
ended as follows: 22 f4 Wg4! 23 Ag5? 
(23 Ae7 is best, when 23../4T7 24 
JL d6! Hg8! and 23...He8 24 Ad6 d4 
both lead to unclear play according to 
Shirov) 23...flaf8! 24 2f2 d4 25 cxd4 
exf4 26 Axf4 Ac4 27 Ae3 2xf2 28 
Axf2 Axe2 0-1. 

11 £>xe4 h6! 

This move, controlling g5, is Black's 
most solid choice. 


Other possibilities are: 

1) ll...£>xd4 12 Axd4 e5 13 Ac5 
d5 14 £>d6 Ae6 15 foxfl ± Tal-Pek- 
arek, Tbilisi 1986. 

2) 1 l...Axd4 12 Axd4 e5 (Kaida- 
nov's suggestion of 12...2f4 is inter¬ 
esting; then 13 f3 seems forced, when 

13.. .d5 can be met by 14 Ae3, while 
the endgame after 13...£)xd414 Wxd4 
Wb6 15 #xb6 axb6 16 c4 looks a little 
better for White; another possibility is 

12.. .d5 13 £>g3 e5 14 Ae3 Ae6 15 
Wd2 Wc7 16 Sfel 2e8 17 c3 a6 18 
Ag5 ±) 13 Ae3 d5 14 Ag5 Wa5 15 
£tf6+ <S?g7 16 £tod5 turned out badly 
for Black in W.Watson-Chiburdan- 
idze, Brussels 1987 (this game fea¬ 
tured an Accelerated move-order so 
...d6 and h3 were never played; thus 
White’s h-pawn actually stood on h2). 

12 c3 

White also fails to get anything 
with 12 Wd2 *h7 13 Uadi «fa5 14 
£>c3 Ad7 15 a3 2af8 16 «fe2 Axd417 
Axd4 &xd418 2xd4 Ac6 with equal¬ 
ity, W.Watson-Ward, British Ch (Ply¬ 
mouth) 1989. 

According to Dlugy, 12 c4 UVaS! is 
also fine for Black. 

12.. .*h7 

Another satisfactory choice is 

12.. .Ad7 13 Hel #a5 14 Wb3 Wa6 15 
a4 £>a5 16 Wa2 £ic4 17 £>d2 Hc8 18 
£>xc4 Wxc4 19 Wxc4 Bxc4 = Jansa- 
W.Watson, Oslo 1991. 

13«fb3 

Two alternatives to consider are 13 
f4!? and 13 Wd2, intending Sadi and 
Sfel. 

13.. .d5 14 Badl?! 

This is too provocative, though even 
on the superior 14 £>c5 Black has 

14.. .£}a5 intending ...Bf6 and ...e5. 
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14.. .£ui5! 15 Wb4 b616 £>b3 Aa6 
17 Sfel &c4 ? Kupreichik-Pigusov, 
Moscow GMA 1989. 

A2) 

8.. .£>xe4! 

A no-nonsense approach to the po¬ 
sition. 

9 £\xe4 

See section A1 (8...d6) for lines 
with 9 &xf7+ (with the moves ...d6 
and h3 thrown in). 

9.. .d5 10 £>xc6 

Here 10 $Lxd5 has nothing to rec¬ 
ommend it: 10...Wxd5 11 ^ic3#c4 12 
$Vde2 Af5 13 £lg3 £e6 14 &ge4 
flfd8 was already better for Black in 
AUen-Petursson, Philadelphia 1986. 

10.. .bxc6 11 £d3 dxe4 12 ±xe4 

(») 



12..JLa6 

Better than the passive 12...tfc7, 
which gives White the structurally 
sounder game after 13 c3 2b8 14 #e2. 

Instead of 12....&a6, Black can also 
consider the reasonable 12... 2b8!?, 
which did well in Vasilev-Rausis, Pri- 
morsko 1989 after 13 b3!? (or 13 


£xc6 2xb2 14 Wxd8 Bxd8 IS Sadi 
Sf8 =) 13...1ta5! 14 Af4 £a6 15 c4 
Sbd8 16 Wcl. Now 16...£xal 17 
»xal f6 18 &xc6 Wb6 19 Af3 Ab7 
would have been slightly in Black’s fa¬ 
vour. 

13 #xd8 

In Stanciu-Pavlov, Bucharest 1976, 
White immediately blundered with 13 
jkxc6? and after 13...Sc8! 14 ^.e4 (no 
better is 14 #xd8, which is answered 
by 14...Sfxd8!, when 15 Sfdl Sxdl+ 
16 Sxdl Sxc6 17 Sd8+ AJ8 18 Ah6 
Sc8 0-1 was Kwatschewski-Zsu.Pol- 
gar, Vienna 1986) 14...£xfl 15 *xfl 
Jtxb2 16 #xd8 Sfxd8 17 Sbl £d4 18 
Sb7 £xe3 19 fxe3 f5 Black was win¬ 
ning. 

13.. .2fxd814 2fbl! 

This slightly odd-looking move of 
IM Kim Commons is actually very 
well motivated. Possessing the long¬ 
term advantage of a healthier pawn 
structure, White intends to neutralize 
Black’s activity with c3 and then re¬ 
turn his rook to the d-file when the 
weaknesses on c6 and a7 will give him 
a clear edge. Black must play actively 
to counter this plan. 

14.. .£d4! (D) 

So the rook can gain access to the 
d2-square. Not 14...Sab8 15 c3 f5, 
when both 16 Ac2, intending Ab3, 
and 16 Axc6 Ad3 17 Bel Sxb2 18 
&xa7 favour White. 

After 14.. JLd4 White can try three 
possible moves: 

1) 15 &xd4 2xd416 fix c6 2c8 17 
c3 gives Black adequate compensa¬ 
tion with 17...Hd2 18 J.f3 e5 19 g3 f5 
intending ...e4 and .. JLd3 - analysis 
by Strauss. 
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2) 15 jLxc6 Bac8 16 iLa4 JLxe 3 17 
fxe3 Sd2 18 Bdl Bcd8 19 c3 JLb7 20 
&fl iLa6+ 21 sfegl with a draw by 
repetition - analysis by Strauss. 

3) 15 JLf4! (this idea of Silman’s is 
the hardest for Black to meet) 15...e5 
16 ilg5 f6 17 iLxf6 ilxf2+ and now 

18 *xf2! (18 *hl? Bd6 {18...Bd4!?} 

19 jLe7 Be6 20 iLg5 Bb8 leads to an 
unclear position) 18...Bf8 19 
Sxf6 20 Bdl and White’s well-placed 
king and superior pawn-structure guar¬ 
antee him an advantage. 


B) 

8 &b3 (D) 



White’s only real chance for an ad¬ 
vantage. 

This is the starting point for one of 
Black’s sharpest tries against 1 e4. 
Much of the theory of this line has 
been developed by the Lithuanian cor¬ 
respondence player Uogele. Present- 
day adherents include Grandmasters 
Pigusov, Petursson and Ro.Hemandez. 

Other possibilities are: 

1) 8...£>a5? 9 e5! £>e8 10 &xf7+! 
is very bad for Black (see Chapter 5). 

2) 8...d5?! (tricky but inadequate) 

9 exd5 (Black gets good compensation 
for the pawn after 9 £.xd5 5)xd5 10 

4)xd5 {10 exd5 &b4 11 £>de2 Af5 12 
2c 1 Wa5 13 a3 4>a2 =F} 10...e6 11 
£ixc6 bxc6 12 £>c3 2b8) 9...£>a5 and 
now: 

2a) 10 0-0?! b6 11 £>de2 (11 £>c6 
£)xc6 12 dxc6 Wc7 ? Platonov-Cher- 
epkov, USSR 1962) ll...£b7 12 £>f4 
«t8 13 d6 ^xb3 14 dxe7 £>xal 15 
exf8W+ £xf8 gives Black active play. 

2b) A sane alternative for White is 

10 Wd2 followed by 0-0-0, which 
should be good enough for some ad¬ 
vantage. 

2c) 10 h3 b6 11 £>c6 £>xc6 12 
dxc6 lfc7 131T3 Aa6 14 0-0-0 2ac8 
15 Jka4 ± Zhidkov-Kondratiev, USSR 
1964. 

3) 8...e6!? is an interesting change 
of pace, favoured by the young Argen¬ 
tine GM Hugo Spangenberg. Black 
tries for a quick ...d5 and often accepts 
an isolated d-pawn in return for piece 
activity: 

3a) 9 £>xc6 dxc6! 10 e5 (10ffe21?) 
10...5M5! (Gufeld and Lazarev only 
give the inferior 10...Wxdl+ 11 Sxdl 
£>g4 12 i.c5 He8 13 f4 ±) and then: 
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3al) After 11 Wd4, ll...£>xe3 12 
#xe3 is slightly better for White, so 
Black should play ll...f6! with an un¬ 
clear position. It’s a bit of a surprise 
lhat nobody has given 11 Wd4 a try. 

3a2) 11 jLd4 is another option, 
hut Black has an excellent answer in 
1 l...»g5 12 g3 JaLxe5 13 f4 &xf4. 

3a3) 11 £lxd5 exd5 12 f4 f6 13 
cxf6 (Black is also fine after 13 c4 fxeS 
14 cxd5 exf4 15 dxc6+ 'i’hS 16 1 ii , xd8 
Bxd8 17 i.xf4 ±xb2) 13...#xf614 c3 
#h4+ (14...Be8!? 15 *f2 £f5 ?) 15 
g3 Wh3 16 *d2 b6 (16...±f5 17 Wfl 
lfh5 18 Bel is unclear) 17 #fl Wf5 

18 Bel c5 19 4>c 1 £b7 20 h4 <±>h8 led 
to good play for Black in Borys-Sek, 
corr 1990-1. 

3b) 9 5)db5 forces Black to play 
the very move he wanted to: 9...d5! 10 
1x5 Be8 and now 11 £ki6? d4! 12 
5)xe8 4txe8 is very bad for White. 
White should instead play 110-0 £)xe4 
12 £lxe4 dxe4 13 £ld6 Be7 14 £>xc8 
Bd7 15 £>d6 1x5 16 We2 i.xd6 17 
jLxd6 2xd6 18 #xe4 with an equal 
position. 

3c) 9 #f3 is recommended by Zek. 
The following is his analysis: 9...d5 10 
0-0-0 (or 10 exd5 £x5 11 We2 £ixd5 
12 £>xd5 exd5 13 h3 2e8 14 0-0-0 
1x6 15 5)xe6 fxe6 16 flhel &c6 with 
chances for both sides) 10...5)xd4 11 
l.xd4 5)xe412 £>xe4 (12 ±xg7 Wg5+) 
12...dxe4 13 #xe4 Jixd4 14 Bxd4 
#f6 15 f4 (15 Bhdl?! I r xf2! 16 Bd8 
2xd8 17 Bxd8+ *g7 18 #e5+ *h6 

19 c3 f6 20 #c7 #el+ 21 Adi #e3+ 
22 'ibl #64+ 23 "S?al? e5! is winning 
for Black) 15...b6 16 Bhdl 2b8 17 
#e3 A.b7 18 g4 Bfd8 19 Bd7 Bxd7 20 
Bxd7 a6 21 f5 1x8 22 g5 Wxf5 23 
Bd8+ *g7 24 ±xe6 l.xe6 25 «c3+ 


f6 26 #xf6+ #xf6 27 gxf6+ *xf6 28 
Bxb8 and White wins. 

3d) 9 0-0 d5 10 exd5 exd5 (D) and 
now: 



3dl) 11 h3 Be8 (White is slightly 
better but Black has active pieces and 
plenty of chances) 12 Wd2 (12 Sel a6 
13 £>a4 S)e4 14 c3 Sb8 15 £)e2 1x6 
16 £>f4 #h4 17 £txe6 fxe6 18 £ic5 
£lxc5 19 ±xc5 *h8 20 #g4 Wf6 21 
Be3 ± Berzinsh-Spangenberg, Brati¬ 
slava U-18 Wch 1993) 12...£>a5 13 
Sadi a6 14 l.g5 1x6 (14...£>c4 15 
#cl Wa5 16 £>de2 1x6 17 *hd4 Sac8 
18 l.xc4 Sxc4 19 a3 #c7 20 l.xf6 
l.xf6 21 £>ce2 b5 22 c3 #b6 23 #f4 
l.g7 24 #f3 #d6 25 Sfel 1x5 V 2 -V 2 
Landenbergue-Wells, Harkany 1993) 
15 Sfel £>xb3 16 axb3 Sc8 17 Be2 
#d7 18 Bdel b5 19 ±h6 A.h8 20 #d3 
#d6 21 Sal fan 22 £>xe6 fxe6 23 
£ie4 #c6 24 £>g5 £te5 25 #e3 £>f7 
26 £txf7 *xf7 27 #a7+ Bc7 28 #xa6 
±xb2 29 #xc6 Bxc6 = G.Garcia- 
Spangenberg, Buenos Aires 1994. 

3d2) Also common is 11 f3 Se812 
A.f2 a6 (Yudasin prefers 12...1x6) 13 
£)xc6 (or 13 Bel 1x614 Wd2 £>a515 
Badl Bc816£tce2 A.d717 c3 £tc418 
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#cl #a5 19 *hc2 JLe6 was equal in 
Gaponenko-Spangenberg, Groningen 
1994) 13...bxc6 14 &a4 ±f5 15 #<12 
(Yudasin feels that 15 Sel is more ac¬ 
curate, with a small plus for White) 

15.. .£>d7 16 Sfel £te5 17 Sadi #f6 
18 £>c5 h5 19 c3 g5 20 £d4 #g6 21 
#f2 Be7 22 ^hl Bae8 with a very 
active position for Black, Yudasin- 
Spangenberg, Moscow OL 1994. 

3e) 9 f4 should not be answered by 

9.. .d5 10 e5, which is good for White, 
but with 9...e5!? 10 £Mb5 d5!?, with 
sharp play. 

4) 8...&g4 (D). 



Popular in the early 1960s but now 
considered inferior, this line should be 
closely compared with 8...a5 9 a4 £)g4. 
The insertion of the a-pawn moves 
seems to favour Black as it forces 
White to recapture cxb3 instead of the 
natural axb3. 

After 9 #xg4 &xd4 there is: 

4a) 10 #h4?! #a5 11 0-0 $Lf6 with 
the following moves for White: 

4al) 12 #h6 Ag7 13 #h4 £f6 = 
is hardly exciting for either side. 

4a2) 12 #xf6!? £>e2+ 13 £>xe2 
exf6 14 £ic3 d5 15 &xd5 and now 


Black can play either 15...Bd8 16 Ad4 
Bxd5 17 exd5 &g7 18 Bael $Lf5 with 
equality, Szewinsky-Grabczewski, Po¬ 
land 1963, or 15...&e6 16 £>xf6+*g7 
17 .&d4 leading to a sharp struggle, 
Pietzsch-Modler, E.Germany 1963. 

4b) 10 Wdl £\xb3 (bad is 10...e5 

11 h4 d6 12 h5 &e6 13 hxg6 hxg6 14 
5M5 ± Mukhin-Voronkov, USSR 1969; 
in a recent attempt to rehabilitate this 
variation. Black tried 10...£te6 but af¬ 
ter 11 #d2 d6 12 0-0-0 b6 13 h4 *hc5 

14 f3 Ae6 15 h5 &xb3 16 axb3 £>e6 
17 Bh3 Wc8 18 *bl Be8 19 hxg6 
hxg6 20 Bdhl White had a strong ini¬ 
tiative on the kingside in Thesing- 
Jovic, Dortmund 1989) 11 axb3 b6 (no 
better is 11 ...£xc3+12 bxc3 a6 13 #d4 
d6, Browne-Huguet, Malaga 1970, 
when 14 &h6 e5 15 #d3 2e8 16 0-0 
Jk.e6 17 Bfdl is ± according to Kura- 
jica; worthy of attention is 1 l...a5!?, a 
favourite of the postal player Ojanen: 

12 Ad4 Ba6 13 Axg7 *xg7 14 0-0 
{14 £>d5 2e6 15 #d4+ f6 was Mor- 
osov-Ojanen, corr 1982} 14...f6 15 
«d3 d6 16 Sadi £e6 17 <SM5 #d7 18 
c4 Sc6 19 Sfel Sc5 20 £>c3 #c8 21 
f4 b5 22 £>xb5 a4 23 £>a3 axb3 24 
#xb3 ^.xc4 25 5ixc4 Sxc4 26 #e3 
#c5 and Black went on to win this 
endgame in Bartis-Ojanen, corr 1982) 
12 JLd4 (trying to get rid of Black’s 
best piece; less effective is 12 #d5 
&xc3+ 13 bxc3 #c7 14 0-0-0 #xc3 

15 £d4 #c6 16 #e5 f6 17 #xe7 £b7 
with equality, Fischer-Reshevsky, New 
York (4) 1961). After 12 £d4 Black 
can try: 

4bl) 12...e5 13 Ae3 £b7 14 0-0 f5 
15 f3 fxe4 16 fxe4 Bxfl+ 17 #xfl 
*h8 18 #d3 ± Shamkovich-Wade, 
Moscow 1962. 
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4b2) 12...£b7 13 h4 (13 $Lxgl 
i>xg7 14 #d4+ f6 15 0-0-0 d6 16 h4 
Bc8 17 f4 «fc7 18 h5 #c5 19 #d3 g5 
20 g3 4>h8 was all right for Black in 
Rocthgen-Maier, corr 1966) 13...<ifc7 
14 h5 g5 15 h6 &xd4 16 Wxd4 f6 17 
Hh3 *h8 18 Be3 d6 19 0-0-0 Bac8 20 
Bd2 *c5 21 &d5 Bfe8 22 #d3 £c6 
23 <4>bl Ad7 24 «fe2 #a5 25 e5 dxe5 
26 Hxe5 with a winning position for 
White, Estrin-de Carbonnel, corr 1971. 

4b3) 12...f6 (D) with yet another 
breakdown: 



4b3a) 13i.xf6?i.xf614«Td5+e6 
15 #xa8 A.xc3+ 16 bxc3 Wcl 17 
*xa7 (17 0-0 a5 18 Ha4 d5 19 exd5 
JlI> 7 20 Wa7 exd5 and Black is win¬ 
ning, Kotkov-A.Zaitsev, USSR 1962) 

I7...tfxc3+ 18 <4?fl d5 - analysis by 
Hnlcslavsky. 

4b3b) 13 h4 £b7 14 h5 *f7 (this 
doesn’t work out very well; also poor 
\h I4...Wc7 15hxg6hxg6 16#g4 < S?f7 
I / 0-0-0 ± Nadezhdin-Listengarten, 
t ISSR 1962; Black’s best try appears 
in l>c 14...d5 15 hxg6 hxg6 16 exd5 
iud5 17 Wg4 £xg2 18 lfxg2 Wxd4 
l') «xg6 #e5+ 20 *fl Wg5 and, in 
Nlmbalov-Rausis, Riga 1989, Black 


won in just ten more moves) 15 f4 e6 
16 lfd3 d5 17 e5 Hh8 18 h6 £f8 19 
exf6 2ic5 20 $Le 5 and White enjoys a 
clear plus, Martin Gonzalez-Garcia 
Blanco, Candas 1992. 

4b3c) 13 #d3 $Lbl 14 0-0-0 Ax6 
(also in White’s favour is 14..2ife8 15 
h4 Wf7 16 h5 Bfd8 17 hxg6 hxg6 18 
f4 d5 19 e5, Veresov- A.Zaitsev, USSR 
1962) 15 h4 »c7 16 h5 £h6+ 17 *bl 
g5 18 Hhel ± Tukmakov-Faibisovich, 
Leningrad 1962. 

5) After 8...d6 9 h3 two ideas de¬ 
serve attention: 

5a) 9...a5!? 10 a4 £>xd4 11 £xd4 
£e6 12 £xe6 (12 Ad5!7) 12...fxe6 13 
0-0 (13 Wd27 Bc8 14 0-0 Hc415 Bfel, 
Mestel-Larsen, Hastings 1986/7, and 
now 15..*Wc8! is a bit better for Black 
according to Larsen) 13...2c8 14 Bel 
£kI7 with equality, Tal-Larsen, Brus¬ 
sels 1987. 

5b) 9...£>a5 10 0-0 (the sharp 10 f4 
appears to be all right for Black after 

10.. .b6 11 e5 £ih5 12 £d5 dxe5! 13 
fxe5, Sigurjonsson-Joa.Diaz, Cienfue- 
gos 1975, 13...Bb8 14 e6 {14 b4 e6} 

14.. .fxe6! with mutual chances ac¬ 
cording to Siguijonsson) 10...b6 11 
#d3(ll £g5£>xb3{ll...£a6!?} 12 
axb3 A.b7 13 Bel h6 14 «Ah4 a6 was 
equal in Ciri6-Neulinger, Wiener Neu- 
stadt 1991) ll..JU>7 (also playable is 

11.. .£>xb3 12 axb3 £b7 13 Bfdl a6, 
Ljubojevi6-Adoijan, Amsterdam 1978) 
12 f4 (White went nowhere fast with 
12 £d5 mi 13 £xb7 lfxb7 14 Badl 
Bac8 ? in Moldovan-Marin, Bucha¬ 
rest 1994; however, Marin’s 12 Bfel!? 
deserves a look) 12...£)xb3 13 axb3 
&d7 14 &d2 &c5 15 We3 e5!? and 
Black had good play in Fedorowicz- 
Christiansen, USA Ch 1977. 
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After 8...a5 White can try the fol¬ 
lowing moves: 

Bl: 9 0-0 44 

B2: 9a3 44 

B3: 9a4 45 

B4: 9f3 51 

For those who enjoy curiosities, 
witness the following miniature: 9 h4 
a4 10 £)xa4 £)xe4 11 h5 Bxa4 12 
5)xc6 bxc6 13 hxg6 hxg6 14 i.xa4 
i.xb2 15 id4 #a5+ 16 <4>fl 5M2+17 
Wxd2 1-OBaljon-Westerveld, Nether¬ 
lands 1987. 

Bl) 

9<M)a4! 

Black trades a wing pawn for a cen¬ 
tre pawn. 

10 £lxa4 

10 i,xa4 ^xe4 11 5^xc4 Bxa4 12 
c3 Ba5 13 £>xc6 bxc6 14 #b3 Bb5 15 
»c2 d5 16 £>c5 i.f5 17 ^2 e5 was 
fine for Black in Gallinnis-Guempges, 
corr 1981. 

10.. .4)xe411 £ixc6 bxc612 £ib6 

12 i.b6 We8 13 Bel d5 14 c4 i.f5 

15 f3 16 i.c5 i.e 6 17 £>b6 dxc4! 

was better for Black in Chesnaiskas- 
Uogele, USSR 1970. 

12.. .Bb813 &xc8 Wxc814 f3 £if6 

14.. .6d615c3£tf5 16 Af2 d5 gives 
Black a strong centre and the advan¬ 
tage, Bezzi-Denny, Moscow OL1994. 

15We2 

No better is 15 Bel d6 16 a4 c5 = 
Gild.Garcia-Tumer, London Lloyds 
Bank 1994. 

15.. .Wc716 Badl Bfe817 Bfel d6 
18 *hl e519 i.g5 d5 20 Wf2 &d7 21 
c3 f5 = Mokry-Antunes, Strasbourg 
1994. 


B2) 

9a3 (D) 



This line can be compared with the 
more popular 9 a4. The text-move re¬ 
tains control of b4 but doesn’t stake a 
claim to b5. 

9.. .£)g410 «xg4 

Harmless is 10 £lxc6 5)xe3 (the al¬ 
ternative 10...dxc6 11 WxdS Bxd8 12 
i.b6 Be8 13 f3 S)e5 14 0-0-0 £ld7 15 
i.d4 i.h6+ 16 ibl b5 was fine for 
Black in Gunther-Apicella, Munich 
1992) 11 4>xd8 £>xdl 12 £ixdl Bxd8 
13 c3 b5 14 £>e3 Bb8 15 £>c2 i.b7 16 
f3 d5 17 exd5 i.xd5 18 i.xd5 Bxd5 = 
I.Rogers-Hoeksema, Dieren 1988. 

10.. .£\xd4 11 Wdl £ixb3 12 cxb3 
d613i.d4i.e6 

13.. .1.xd4 14 Wxd4 i.e6 15 b4 
axb4 16 Wxb4 Wd7 17 0-0 Bfc8 18 f4 
Ba6 19 Wd4 Bc5 20 Bael b5 21 Bf3 
Bc4 22 1 iff2 b4 = Kogan-Zilberman, 
Israeli Ch 1992. 

14 i.xg7 *xg7 15 #d4+ *g8 16 
b4 axb4 17 Wxb4 Wd7 18 0-0 Bfc8 
19 Bfdl Bc4 20 Wb6 *c6 21 Wxc6 
bxc6 posed no problems for Black in 
Barlov-Abramovid, Palma GMA1989. 
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B3) 

9a4 (D) 



Recently this has become very 
popular. Though the double advance 
of the a-pawns is in Black’s favour (as 
axb3 is no longer possible), White is 
demonstrating that things are not as 
easy for Black as theory had once sup¬ 
posed. One of the biggest changes 
since the publication of the first edi¬ 
tion of this book is the reappraisal of 9 
a4. Formerly, Black was considered to 
be doing extremely well after 9...£ig4 
10 Wxg4 £ixd4 followed by capturing 
on b3 mixed with a quick ...d6 and 
... Ae6. However, 11 Wh4! has changed 
the picture completely. Instead of the 
passive retreat to dl, the queen puts 
tremendous pressure on Black’s king- 
side and the e7-square. 

9...ftg4 

Other moves: 

1) 9...d5 (the inclusion of a4 in 
place of f3 makes this advance ex¬ 
tremely unlikely to succeed) 10 exd5 
£>b4 11 £>db5 Af5 12 0-0 Sa6 (or 

12...1fd7 13 Sel Bac8 14 Ab6Ea8 15 
£>c7 ± Palac-Apicella, Vinkovci 1989) 


13 Sel Wb8 14 Ac5 £>g4 15 g3 &e5 
16 £>d4 Ag4 17 f3 Sc8 18 Axe7 ± 
Mossin-Thorsson, Reykjavik 1994. 

2) 9...d6 (this transposes into the 
Dragon; we give one game so the 
reader will have an idea of what Black 
is up to) 10 f3 £>xd4 11 Axd4 Ae6 12 
£>d5 Axd5 13 Axd5 £>xd5 14 exd5 e5 
15 dxe6 #h4+ 16 Af2 «b4+ 17 #d2 
Axb2 18 #xb4 axb4 19 exf7+ *xf7 
20 Sa2 Ac3+ 21 *dl d5 22 Ael d4 
23 Axc3 dxc3 24 Sel Sfd8+ 25 *e2 
Sd2+ 26 *fl b3 27 Sa3 bxc2 28 
Sxc3 Be8 29 Sc7+ *f8 30 Exe8+ 
&XC& 0-1 Szecsenyi-Zsu.Polgar, Hun¬ 
gary 1984. 

10 Wxg4 

Promising little for White is 10 0-0 
£>xe3 11 fxe3 d6 12 *hd5 Ad7 13 c3 
e6 14 ®if4 e5 15 &xc6 bxc6 16 £>e2 
Eb8, Tabor-Donaldson, Rhodes 1980. 

Interesting is 10 £)xc6 5ixe3 (also 
adequate is 10...dxc6 11 Wxd8 Bxd8 
12 Ab6 Se8 13 h3 £>f6 14 0-0 e5 15 
Sadi Ah6 16 *h2 fodl = Apicella- 
Renet, Belgrade GMA1988) 11 &xd8 
&xdl 12 &d5 (12 Sxdl Axc3+ 13 
bxc3 Hxd8 14 e5 d6 {even stronger is 

14.. .5a6 intending 15.. .d6 or 14...&g7 
with 15...f6 to follow; in each case 
Black is a little better} 15 exd6 exd6 = 
Sziebert-Molnar, Harkany 1994), when 
Black can play: 

1) 12...Sxd8 13 Sxdl (White can 
also sacrifice the exchange and get 
some compensation with 13 5ixe7+ 
<4>f8 14 £>xc8 £>xb2 15 £>d6 £>d3+ 
{15...Sa6!? may be stronger} 16 cxd3 
Axal 17 *e2 Af6 18 £>xf7 ± Ioaki- 
midis-Makropoulos, Greece 1980) 

13.. .*f8 (for 13...e6, see line ‘2a’) 14 
&b6 Sa6! (14...Bb8 15 c3 d6 16 0-0 
{16 Sd5 Ae6 17 Sb5 ±} 16...Ad7 17 
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f4 JLc6 18 Bdel ± Murey-Brendel, Vi¬ 
enna 1991) 15 £)xc8 Bxc8 16 Bxd7 
Sb6 (16„ JLxb2 17 Bxb7 £.c3+ 18 
*e2 Bd6 19 Bdl ±) 17 h4 (better is 17 
&e2 i.xb2 18 Bhdl Bb4 19 Bd8+ 
Bxd8 20 Bxd8+ <4>g7 21 <±>d3 with a 
very small advantage, Mololkin-Yako- 
vich, Volgograd 1995) 17...1.xb2 18 
h5 *e8 19 Sd3 Bb4 20 hxg6 hxg6 21 
*d2 Af6 22 Bh7 e6 23 Bf3 *e7 24 e5 
jLg5+ 25 ^3 Bd8+ was S.Maijano- 
vi6-Cebalo, Titograd 1984; Black won 
this game in 119 moves. 

2) 12...e6 and now: 

2a) 13 £>c7 Bb8 14 Bxdl Bxd8 15 
5)b5 b6 16 f4 iLa6 17 e5 is given as 
slightly better for White by the Rus¬ 
sian master Mololkin, but 17...Jkxb5 
18 axb5 jLf8, intending ...d6, seems 
fine for Black; note that this is doubly 
important as this variation can also 
come about after 12...Sxd8 13 Bxdl 
e6 (instead of 13...4’f8) 14 5)c7 (14 
5)b6 Ba615 £>xc8 Bxc816 Bxd7 Bb6 
17 <4>e2 Jixb2 =) 14...Bb8 15 £ib5 b6 

16 f4 Jka6 17 e5 i.xb5 18 axb5 £f8 
with ...d6 to follow. 

2b) 13 £le7+ *h8 14 Bxdl (14 
£>xe6 dxe6 15 Bxdl A.xb2 16 *e2 b6 

17 £)xc8 Baxc8 V 2 -V 2 Kreiman-Shi- 
but, New York 1991) 14,..Bxd8 15 c3 
d616 £)xc8 Baxc8 was equal in Ioaki- 
midis-Donaldson, Athens 1980. 

10...£ixd4 (D) 

Now White has tried: 

B3a: 11 Wdl 46 
B3b: 11 £xd4 47 
B3c: 11 Wh4! 48 

Lacking in bite is 11 Bdl d6 12 
Wg3 £>xb3 13 cxb3 £e6 14 &d5 Bc8 
15 i.b6 Wd7 16 £.xa5 A.xd5 17 exd5 



b5 18 Jic3 &xc3+ 19 bxc3 bxa4 20 
bxa4 Wxa4 21 0-0 Bc7 22 Bd3 Bb8 
and Black was clearly better in Gaiik- 
Petursson, Groningen 1978/9. 

B3a) 

11 Wdl £xb3 12 cxb3 d6 

12...Ba6?! 13 0-0 d6 14 Wd2 Ae6 
15 £>d5 Wd716 Bad i.xd517 exd5 ± 
M.Markovic-NikCevic, Yugoslav Ch 
(Banja Vrucica) 1991. 

130-0 

Other moves are also harmless: 

1) 13±d4iLxd4(13...i.g4!?14f3 
£xd4 15 Wxd4 e5 16 We3 i.e6 17 
£>b5 d5 18 exd5 Wh4+ 19 g3 Wb4+ 
20 £>c3 ilxd5 21 0-0 jkc6 favoured 
Black in Beshukov-Utemov, Moscow 
1991) 14 Wxd4 i.e6 15 b4 Bc8 16 
£>d5 ±xd5 17 exd5 axb4 18 Wxb4 
#d7 19 0-0 Bc5 20 Bfdl Bfc8, Jano- 
5evi6-Todorovi6, Belgrade GMA1988. 

2) 13 Wd2 (preparing £M5 by giv¬ 
ing b2 some support) 13...iLe6 14 
£tf5 JkxdS 15 exd5 Wd7 16 0-0 (if 16 
b4 then 16... 1 il r g4!) 16...b5!. The con¬ 
sistent follow-up to Black’s previous 
play. The weakness of White’s queen- 
side pawns gives Black a decided 
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edge: 17 £b6 (if 17 b4 Black has 

17.. .bxa4 18 bxa5 Wb5\ T Lind-Jensen, 
Hamar 1979; also in Black’s favour is 
17 Ad4 £xd4 18 #xd4 Hfb8 19 «fc3 
Sc8 20 «fd2 Sc5 T Jano§evi6-Dam- 
janovi6, Sarajevo 1969) 17...bxa4 18 
Sxa4 (or 18 bxa4 2fb8 19 «Te3 Wb7 
and again Black has the advantage) 

18.. .«fb5 19 &xa5 #xb3 20 Sb4 Wa2 
21 £c7 (if 21 £.b6 then 21...2fc8 22 
Jte 3 2ab8 and Black is on top) 

21.. .2.c8 22 2c 1 2a4 23 2xa4 Wxa4 
24 b4 ,&h6! 25 1fxh6 2xc7 26 2bl 
#a2 and Black is winning, Gamarro- 
Petursson, Buenos Aires OL 1978. 

13.. .£e614f4 

Three other possibilities: 

1) 14 5M5 £.xb2 (also good is 

14.. Jkxd5 15 exd5 Wd7 with the idea 
of ...b5) 15 2bl £g7 16 jkb6 Wd7 17 
2c 1 $Lxd5 18 Wxd5 e6 V 2 -V 2 Prasad- 
Hemandez, Calcutta 1988. 

2) 14 Obi is best met by 14...Wd7 
intending to answer 15 £ki5 with 

15.. .£.xd5 16exd5 b5. 

3) 14 2a3 2a6 15 Wd2 f5 16 exf5 
2xf5 17 2el £f7 18 Jkg5 #b6 19 
Sxe7 d5 T Adams-Shabalov, London 
Lloyds Bank 1991. 

14.. .f5 

Black could strongly consider the 
alternative 14...Wd7 15 2f2 2ac8 16 
ftb5 f5 17 exf5 2xf5 18 £b6 2cf8 
19 g3 g5!, J.Szabo-Neamtu, Romania 
1969. 

15exf5 2xf516g4 
16 2f2 2c8 17 g4 2f8 18 2c6 

19 h3 *h8 20 Wd3 i.xd5 21 lfxd5 
gave White some advantage in Kislov- 
Kulikov, Podolsk 1993. 

16.. .2.7 17 £>e4 i.h6 18 h3 ffd7 
19 Wd2 VHc6 leads to equality, Orak- 
Karlsson, Vmjadka Banja 1981. 


B3b) 

11 &xd4 i.xd4 (D) 



12Wg3 

12 0-0-0?! £xc3 13 bxc3 b5! 14 
axb5 a4 15 £a2 Htfa5 is clearly advan¬ 
tageous for Black, Jaulin-Nik£evi6, 
Paris Ch 1993. 

12...d6 

Also good is 12...e6 13 0-0-0?! 
(13 2dl lff6 14 2d3 b6 15 0-0 Aa6 
16 2f3 «fe5 17 #xe5 Axe5 18 2dl 
2fd8 and Black has a slight advan¬ 
tage, Bokan-Kochiev, Tallinn 1989) 

13...lTf6 14 f4?! (14 2d3 transposes 
into the Bokan-Kochiev game cited 
above) 14..JLxc3 15bxc3d5! 16exd5 
exd5 17 2xd5 Af5 18 2hdl 2fc8 19 
2d6 We7 20 *b2 b5! 21 axb5 a4 22 
jka2 We2 with a clear advantage for 
Black, Zapata-Hurme, Buenos Aires 
OL 1978. 

13 0-0-0 

Two other possibilities: 

1) 13 h4 Ae6 14 £xe6 fxe6 15 
£>dl Wb6 16 c3 Ae5 17 Wh3 d5 18 h5 
2f4 19 exd5 2e4+ 20 £>e3 exd5 21 
0-0 e6 is level, Renum-Palacios, con- 
1985. 
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2) 13 Sdl £e5 14 f4 £xc3+ 15 
Wxc3 'H r b6 with equality, Ivanovid- 
Vallifiioco, Telese 1988. 

13.. JLg7 

Black’s best move is probably 

13.. .1Lxc3 (this move saves time and 
simplifies the position; also possible is 

13.. JLe5 14 f4 Axc3 15 Wxc3 Wb6 
16 1 H , d4 Wxd4 17 Hxd4 i.e6 18 Ad5 
Axd5 19 Sxd5 2fc8 20 b3 Bc6 21 
Shdl V 2 -V 2 Rowley-D.Benjamin, Phil¬ 
adelphia 1992) 14 Wxc3 JLe6 with 
equality, Ivanovic-Cebalo, Yugoslav 
Ch 1983. 

14 h4 ±e6 15 £>d5 
A critical alternative is 15 £)b5!?. 
This led to a clear advantage for White 
in Mukhutdinov-Yakovich, St Peters¬ 
burg 1993 after 15...#b6 16 f4 Bac8 
17 ^.xc6 fxe6 18 Wb3. 

15.. .jkxd5 16 Hxd5 e6 17 Bxd6 
Wf6 18 c3 b5 19 h5 b4 20 hxg6 hxg6 
21 Wh4 #xh4 22 Sxh4 bxc3 23 bxc3 
£xc3 24 Sh3 &fc8 T Jakel-Mohr, 
Wurzburg 1991. 

B3c) 

11 Wh4! (D) 



This has become White’s only seri¬ 
ous choice. In fact, results with 11 
Ufh4 have been so one-sided that some 
players have switched to l..Wa5. 

With the text-move White plans to 
use piece-play (£>d5, Ag5 or £h6, 
Sadi and Sfel or doubling on the d- 
or e-file) and possibly f2-f4 to storm 
the black position. This treatment de¬ 
mands accurate play by Black, who 
can easily drift into a difficult posi¬ 
tion. He would like to get in ...d6 and 
.. Jke6 as soon as possible, but this is 
often easier said than done. 

Il...£>xb3 

Several other moves have been tried: 

1) ll...Ha6 12 0-0 d6 13 £ki5 e6 

14 VtxdS Sxd8 15 £g5 Sf8 16 &e7+ 
*h8 17 Jkc4 Sb6 18 c3 £>c6 19 £>xc8 
Sxc8 20 jkb5! is slightly better for 
White according to Ilijin. 

2) ll...e6 12 -fi-g5!? (inferior is 12 
#xd8 Sxd8 13 0-0-0 £>xb3+ 14 cxb3 
d5 15 Ad4 dxe4 16 Axg7 Sxdl+ 17 
Sxdl <4>xg7 18 £>xe4 b6 19 £d6 £a6 
? Perenyi-Radosavljevid, Balatonber- 
eny 1988) 12...Wb6?! (probably better 
is 12...f6!? 13 i.e3 f5 14 »xd8 Sxd8 

15 £xd4 Axd4 16 0-0-0 £f6 17 e5! ± 
Pupo-Andres, Cuban Ch (Sancti Spiri- 
tus) 1989) 13 0-0! £>xc2 14 £.xc2 
#xb2 15 Af6! #xc2 16 Sacl £xf6 17 
Wxf6 Wd2 18 e5! d5 19 exd6 «xd6 20 
Sfdl Wb4 21 h4! ± Estevez-Andres, 
Cuban Ch (Sancti Spiritus) 1989. 

3) ll...d612£>d5andnow: 

3a) 12...e6 13 Wxd8 Hxd8 14 £>c7 
Sb8 15 0-0-0 £>xb3+ 16 cxb3 Ad7 17 
Ab6 led to victories for White in 
Tolnai-Seres, Hungarian Cht 1991 and 
Apicella-Palacios, Parana 1993, but 
Black could probably have improved 
his play here. Unfortunately for Black, 



Uogele Variation: Main Line with 7...0-0 and 8 $Lb3 a5 49 


White has a big improvement in 13 
£\e7+ *h8 14 0-0-0! £)xb3+ 15 cxb3 
with the following possibilities: 

3al) 15...b5 16 e5 d5 17 *bl gives 
White a clear edge according to Seira- 
wan. 

3a2) 15...g5 16 £.xg5 f6 17 £>g6+ 
*g8 18 &xf8 fxg5 19 Wxh7+ <±>xf8 
20 2d3 g4 21 #g6! «T6 22 #xf6+ 
Axf6 23 2xd6 ± (analysis by Seira- 
wan). 

3b) Black’s last chance to improve 
in the ll...d6 line is 12...2e8!? 13 
Ag5 $LfS (an idea of Hungarian GM 
Kallai) 14 0-0 &e6 15 Uadi £>xb3 16 
cxb3 &xd5 17 exd5 2a6 18 2d3 and 
now 18...2b6 (intending to meet 19 
2h3 with 19...h5 20 g4 2b4 21 f4 
#b6+ followed by 22...2xb3) is an¬ 
swered by the annoying 19 JLd2. 

12 cxb3 (D) 



Now Black has: 
B3cl: 12...£f6 49 
B3c2: 12...2a6 49 


Here 12...d6 fails miserably to 13 
£id5 £e6 14 £>xe7+ *h8 15 Ag5 
Wdl 16 0-0 ± Zso.Polgar-Strating, 
Amsterdam Donner mem 1995. 


B3c1) 

12.. .£f613£g5?! 

The idea behind 12...£f6 is to take 
care of the exposed black e-pawn as 
quickly as possible. At one time this 
appeared to be an easy route to equal¬ 
ity, but then the pawn sacrifice 13 Wg3! 
d6 14 £id5! (and not 14 2bl £e6 15 
£>d5 £xd5 16 exd5 *fd7, which gives 
Black exactly what he wants, Reig- 
Alvarez Ibarra, Canete 1994) was dis¬ 
covered, when 14..Jfc.xb2 15 2bl Ag7 
16 £b6 Wdl 17 2c 1 leaves Black 
with big problems to solve. 

13„.£xg5 14 WxgS d615 £>d5 e6 
16 WxdS 2xd8 17 £>c7 2a7 

17.. .2.8 may be even better: 18 
2dl (18 £>b 5 allows 18...4>f8 19 2dl 
i>e7 with ...b6 and ...£a6 to follow) 
18..Jfc.d7! 19 <&e2 (Black also does well 
after 19 2xd6 £c6 20 2xd8+ 2xd8 21 
f3 2d7 22 £ib5 &xb5 23 axb5 2d4 
with the idea of ...2b4) 19...2bc8 20 
2cl £c6 21 5)b5 &xe4 22 2xc8 2xc8 
23 £ixd6 2c2+ 24 *e3 Axg2 25 2dl 
2xb2 led to a quick victory for Black 
in Borocz-Deak, Kobanya 1992. 

18 &e2 b5!? 

Black is fine: 19 £>xb5 £a6 20 Sfee3 
2b7 21 b4 £xb5 22 axb5 V 2 -V 2 Szal- 
anczy-Kochiev, Balatonbereny 1988. 

This example may suggest that all 
is rosy for Black, but he desperately 
needs an answer to the little-known but 
highly effective 13 lTg3! d6 14£)d5!. 

B3c2) 

12.. .Ha6 (D) 

This rook-lift is very popular but it 
remains to be seen if Black can equal¬ 
ize with it. 
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13 0-0 

Ineffective is 13 Bel Se6 14 £td5 
i.f6 15 £>xf6+ exf6 16 0-0 d5 17 exd5 
Wxd5 18 Bc4 b6 19 tfd4 V2-V2 Ped- 
zich-Kuczynski, Katowice 1992. 

13.. .Be6 

13.. .d6 14 £ki5 Be8 (both 14...e6 

15 Wxd8 Bxd8 16 Ag5 exd5 17 £xd8 
and 14...iLxb2? 15 £>xe7+ *h8 16 
Sadi are very good for White) 15 Sacl 
(15 b4 axb4 16 a5 Hc6 17 £)xb4 Sc4 
is fine for Black, Borkowski-Pokojow- 
czyk, Polanica Zdroj 1979) 15...Bc6 

16 JLg5 f6 17 Ae3! ± Ilijin-Kaidanov, 
Bled 1989. 

14 Bfel 

White also has several other inter¬ 
esting moves: 

1) 14 Sadi b6 15 Sd2 (15 i.d4 
£b7 16 iLxg7 *xg7 17 Sd4 f5 
{17.. JLc618 Bfdl f5 19 f3 #e8 20 b4 
fxe4 21 $)xe4 JLxe4 22 Bxe4 Bxe4 23 
#xe4 d6 24 b5 ± Szalanczy-Leko, 
Balatonbereny 1992} 18 Bfdl d6 19 
b4 h6 20 exf5 Bxf5 21 f3 Bef6 22 
&e4 Bf8 23 Wei WbS V2-V2 Danai- 
lov-Moreno, Madrid 1993) 15...jLb7?! 
(15...&f6 16 ±g5 Axg5 17 #xg5 
iLb7 is equal according to Pigusov) 16 
Bfdl Af6 17 Wg3 ± Sax-Pigusov, 


Moscow GMA 1990. The continua¬ 
tion was 17...£c6 (17...jLe5!?) 18 
£>d5 £.e5 19 Wh4 i.d6 20 Axb6 Wb8 

21 i.d4 f6 22 Sd3 Bf7 23 Ac3 Wxb3 

24 S)xf6+ exf6 25 Bxd6 Bxe4 26 Wg3 
1 B r xa4 27 h3 and Black was just barely 
holding his own. 

2) 14 Bfdl b6 15 Bd2 Ab7 
(15...i.f6!?) 16 £>d5 f5 17 exf5 Bxf5 
18 Axb6 Wf8 (18...Bxb6 loses to 19 
£>xe7+ and 20 £>xf5) 19 #c4 fT7 20 
JLe 3 Bxd5 21 Bxd5 Bxe3 22 Bb5 
Axb2 23 l r xf7+ *xf7 24 fxe3 1-0 
Hector-Kuczynski, Haifa Echt 1989. 

3) 14 Ag5 b6 15 £>d5 f6 16 Ae3 
Ab7 17 Badl 4>h8 18#h3 f5 19 exf5 
Bxf5 led to an interesting tactical bat¬ 
tle that eventually turned out in Black’s 
favour after 20 &c3 Bef6 21 1 ® r g4 d5 

22 £>e2 BH 23 £>d4 Bh5 24 Bel 
Axd4 25 #xd4+ e5 26 Wxb6 Wh4 27 
h3 d4 28 Bc7 We4 29 Bxb7 Wxbl in 
Madl-Laird, Sydney 1990. 

4) 14 Bad b6 15 f4 f5 16 e5 d6 17 
Bfdl Ad7 18 Ad4 dxe5 19 Axe5 
Bxe5 20 fxe5 i.xe5 21 £>d5 3id6 22 
Wd4 ± Rogers-Bauert, Biel 1992. 

14.. .b6 

14.. .d6 15 Badl Ad7 16 £>d5 i.c6 

17 JLh6 iLxd5 18 exd5 Bxel+ 19 
flxel i.xh6 20 Wxh6 Wb6 21 Bxe7 
Wxb3 22 Wd2 #xa4 23 g3 b6 24 h4 h5 

25 Bb7 #b5 V2-V2 Emms-Hutters, Co¬ 
penhagen 1994. 

15 JLh6 J«Lb7 16 J$Lxg7 
Two other possibilities: 

1) 16 Be3 iLxh6 17 «fxh6 f6 18 
Bdl Be5 19 Bg3 Bf7 20 f4 Bxe4 21 

S)xe4 jLxe4 22 Bc3 f5 23 Wh3 didn’t 
give Black enough for the exchange in 
Koch-Apicella, French Ch 1991. 

2) 16 Badl Axh6 17 Wxh6 Wc7 

18 Be3 f6 19 £ki5 £.xd5 20 exd5 
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Bxe3 21 #xe3 Wc5 22 Bel Wxd5 23 
#xe7 #xb3 24 Wxd7 Wxb2 and White 
had to fight for a draw in Emms- 
Yakovich, Copenhagen 1993. 

I6...*xg717 Be3 f5 
Or 17...Be5 18 f4 Bc5 19 Bdl e6 20 
#f2 J.c6 21 Bh3 h5 22 Bg3 #f6 23 
h4 d5 24 e5 We7 25 Bg5 b5 26 axb5 
JLxb5 27 f5! ± Hebden-Kristensen, 
Hastings Masters 1990. 

18 Sael fxe4 19 £ixe4 h6 20 £id2 
Bxe3 21 #04+ e5 22 #xe3 favoured 
White in Topalov-Larsen, Mesa 1992: 

22...d6 23 £>c4 Bf4 24 Bdl Be4 25 
#c3 #g5 26 g3 Bd4 27 Bxd4 exd4 28 
#xd4+ *h7 29 £>e3 We7 30 f4 h5 31 
^12 and Black went on to lose. 
Conclusion: After 8...a5 9 a4 £)g4 

10 #xg4 £lxd4 Black does fine fol¬ 
lowing 11 #dl or 11 .&xd4, but 11 
#h4 is another matter. At the time of 
this writing Black has not found a reli¬ 
able way to equalize. 

B4) 

9 f3 d5 (D) 

Bad is 9...e6? 10 0-0 (10 £db5 d5 

11 $Lc5 a4 12 Axf8 tfxf8 is probably 
also good for White but might prove a 
bit messy) 10...*fe7 11 £>db5 &e8 12 

d6 13 £lb6 ±1-0 Langhein-Pan- 
Icn, corr 1982. 

After 9...d5 White has two major 
choices: 

114a: 10ixd5 51 
114b: 10exd5 61 

Other moves are less important: 

1) 10 foxc6 is completely innocu- 
ous: 10...bxc6 11 exd5 (11 0-0 e6 12 
Ac5 He8 13 &a4 <&d7 {13...&a6!?} 14 



£f2, Dobrovolsky-Pekarek, Czecho¬ 
slovak Ch 1988, and now 14...#c7 of¬ 
fers chances for both sides) 1 l...£lxd5 
12 £>xd5 cxd5 (12...a4l?) 13 c3 e6 14 
0-0 kdl 15 £a4 lfc7 ? Beszter- 
csenyi-Kiss, Hungary 1993. 

2) 10 £>xd5 ZhxdS 11 exd5 (as 11 
.&xd5? £kd4 12 JLxd4 jkxd413 ®xd4 
e6 drops a piece) 11...-£fo4 12c4a4 13 
$Lc2 (13 a3 axb3 14 axb4 Bxal 15 
#xal e5 T Rubin-Uogele, Tartu 1978) 

13...e6 (13...a3 14 b3 e5 15 £ib5 e4 is 
more energetic) 14 0-0 exd5 15 c5 = 
Alvarez-Shure, New York 1993. 

B4a) 

10 i.xd5 £>xd5 

10...5lxd4 (Shabalov has played 
this move several times in his native 
Latvia but, to our knowledge, this is 
the only published game with his idea, 
which is to get in ...a4, ...#a5 and 
...Bd8 as quickly as possible) 11 iLxd4 
a4 12 a3 Wa5 13 #d2 e6 14 Aa2 Bd8 
15 e5 £>g4 16 0-0-0 i.xe5 17 Ste2 
$Lx d4 18 £ixd4 #xd2+ 19 Bxd2 £ie3 
20 g3 Ba6 21 Bel £>d5 22 £>b5 *g7 
23 4)c7 Ba5 24 Bedl h5 25 £lxd5 
exd5 26 Bxd5 Baxd5 27 ±xd5 h4 28 
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jLe 4 Bh8 29 Sd4 hxg3 30 hxg3 b5 31 
g4 i.e6 32 &d2 Sh3 33 JLc61x4 34 
g5 sfefS 35 d?c3 and White won on 
move 49 in de Firmian-Shabalov, Chi¬ 
cago 1994. 

Now we have another major parting 
of the ways. White has: 

B4al: 11 £>xd5 52 
B4a2: 11 exd5 54 

B4a1) 

11 £>xd5 f5 

Black’s most dynamic choice. Other 
tries don’t offer as much: 

1) ll...Ba6!? 12£ixc6Bxc6 13 c3 
e6 14 £>b6 lfc7 15 £>xc8 Bxc8 16 0-0 
b5, Povah-Petursson, London 1979. 
After 17 Bel Black doesn’t quite have 
enough for the pawn. 

2) ll...e6 12 £>xc6 bxc6 13 £ib6 
Bb8 14 Wxd8 Bxd8 15 Bbl! £a6 16 
&a4 ±b5 17 £>c5 i.f8 18 b3! and 
White was clearly on top in A.Rodri- 
guez-Hemandez, Cuba 1984. 

12 c3 

A critical variation is 12 £ixc6 bxc6 
13 £>b6 Sb8 14 «fxd8 (14 0-0 £a6 
{14...fxe4!?} 15 c4 £xb2 16 Obi Ag7 
17 exf5 gxf5 18 Bb3 #c7 19 *d7 is 
clearly better for White, Finnie-Gar- 
side, coit 1990-1) 14...Bxd8 (D), when 
White has three tries: 

1) 15 c3 and now Black has two 
good replies: 

la) 15...Bd3 16 Ac5 (16 £>xc8? 
Bxe3+ 17 *f2 f4 18 &xe7+ *f7 19 
5)xc6 Bxb2+ wins for Black) 16.. Jka6 
17 0-0 2d2 18 B£2 Bbd8 19 £>d5!? 
Bxf2 20 £>xe7+ *f7 21 *xf2 Bd2+ 
22 4>g3 fxe4 23 ^xc6 exf3 24 gxf3 
Bxb2 25 £d4 £xd4 26 cxd4 a4 27 a3 



£b5 28 £ib4 g5 29 h4 gxh4+ 30 *xh4 
Sd2 31 d5 V 2 -V 2 Gladyshev-Panshin, 
corr 1978. 

lb) 15...fxe4 16 fxe4 (16 £ixc8 
Bdxc8 17 0-0-0 exf3 18 gxf3 = Korch¬ 
noi) 16.. JId3 17 Jk.f2 £e6 18 £fc4 ic4 
19 0-0 Bd2 20 Bfdl Bbd8 21 Bxd2 
Bxd2 and Black has good compensa¬ 
tion for the pawn, Lepeshkin-Pinal, 
Managua 1984. 

2) 15 £txc8 XCdxc8 16 Bbl Sxb2 
(16...fxe4!?) 17 Hxb2 Axb2 18 *e2 
(18 exf5 gxf5 19 &el looks more ex¬ 
act) 18...a4?! (18...fxe4 19 fxe4 jke5 
preparing ...Bb8 and ...^.c7 seems 
fine for Black) 19 Bbl ±a3 20 e5 c5 
21 *d3 *f7 22 *c4 *e6 23 Bb6+ 
&xe5 24 f4+ 1-0 Zeziulkin-Janicki, 
Polanica Zdroj 1993. 

3) 15 Bdl! (rather than concentrat¬ 
ing on material gain, White focuses 
on simplifying into a better ending 
where all of Black’s pawns will be tar¬ 
gets; however, with best play it ap¬ 
pears that Black can equalize and 
draw) 15...Bxdl+ 16 ixdl and now: 

3a) 16..JLxb2 17 £>xc8 Bxc8 18 
exf5 gxf5 19 *e2 Ae5 20 Bbl *f7! 
(White gets an edge after 20...^.xh2 
21 g3 e5 22 Af2 f4 23 g4 ±g3 24 £c5 
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He8 25 2b6 2e6 26 5a6 ± Ki.Geor- 
giev-Van der Wiel, Wijk aan Zee 1989) 
21 2b6 (21 f4 JLd6 22 a4 2g8 23 g3 
Sg6 24 &d2 Hh6 25 £xa5 Exh2+ 26 
$dl Bhl+ 27 Ael kcl 28 4>e2 £a5 
29 fldl Eh2+ 30 <4>d3 Ehl 31 <4>e2 
Eh2+ V 2 -V 2 Diaz-Hernandez, Cuba 
1990) 21...±xh2! 22 Ba6 id6 23 
2xa5 <4?e6 24 a4 Eg8! = Estevez-Her- 
nandez, Holguin 1989:25 *fl Eb8 26 
Ea6 *d5 27 £b6 c5 28 a5 Bg8 29 
Ea7 < S?c6, etc. 

3b) 16...fxe4 may be the most ac- 
curate: 

3bl) 17 £>xc8 Bxc8 18 b3 exf3 19 
gxf3 a4 20 *d2 <4?f7 21 *d3 Ba8 22 
b4 Bd8+ 23 *c4 Sd5 24 Bf 1 Bh5 25 
Bf2 £e5 26 f4 £d6 27 a3 *e6 28 
<4>d3 *d7 29 c4 Bh3 V 2 -V 2 Lanc- 
Michenka, Bratislava 1991. In this 
line, as well as those coming from 

16.. .1xb2, there are certain similari¬ 
ties. Both lines require Black to play 
actively with his rook. Also common 
to both is the manoeuvre ...j&.g7-e5- 
d6/c7. Black’s bishop does good work 
provoking the weakening f4 while re¬ 
deploying to the other wing to cover 
his vulnerable queenside. 

3b2) 17 fxe4 £.xb2 18 £>xc8 Bxc8 
19 &e2 JLg 5. This position should be 
compared to that arising from 

16.. .£xb2 17 £>xc8 Bxc8 18 exf5 
gxf5 19 *e2 i.e5 20 Bbl. At first 
glance they look identical, but on 
closer inspection important differ¬ 
ences are revealed. Black’s pawn is on 
g6 and not f5, while White’s pawn is 
on e4 instead of f3. The former is per¬ 
haps more significant as it means 
...ixh2 can be played with impunity. 
The pawn on g6 means that attempts 
to trap the bishop with g3, which were 


in the air with an open g-file, no longer 
come into consideration. Also, the 
pawn on e4 means that f3-f4 isn’t 
available to guard the h-pawn with 
tempo. 20 Bbl &xh2 21 a4 jLc7 22 
Bb7 *f7 23 Ba7 *e6 24 £d2 *e5 25 
,£.xa5 £xa5 26 Bxa5+ < S?xe4 27 Ba7 
e5 28 Bxh7 Ba8 29 Bh4+ *d5 30 
*d3 Sa7 31 Bg4 Ba8 32 Bh4 V 2 -V 2 
Ivanchuk-Zsu.Polgar, Monaco Amber 
Blindfold 1994. 

Now we return to the main line after 
12 c3 (D): 



12...fxe4 13 &xc6 
The recapture 13 fxe4 exposes the 
white king, but exploiting this can be 
tricky. For instance after 13...£ie5?! 
White has the very strong answer 14 
Jfc.g5! Bf7 15 Bfl (not 15 Wb3 £kt3+ 

16 <S?e2 Chc5 17 «fc4 £g4+ 18 *e3 
Axd4+ 19 cxd4 £te6 20 &xe7+ Bxe7 
21 £xe7 #xe7 22 h3 b5 23 Wxb5 
Hi4 24 We5 Wh6+ 25 *f2 Bf8+ 26 
*g3 *fe3+ 27 *h2 £>xd4 and Black is 
winning, Fullbrook-Donaldson, Van¬ 
couver 1982) 15...i.f6 16 £if3 &xf3+ 

17 #xf3 Ba6 18 £xf6 exf6 19 0-0-0 ± 
Omelchenko-Widera, coit 1985. Two 
better moves after 13 fxe4 are: 
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1) 13...e6 14 (not 14 £>xc6?? 
because of 14...Wh4+, when 15 g3 
Wxe4 leaves all of White’s pieces 
hanging and 15 < S?d2 bxc6 is also cur¬ 
tains, Fullbrook-Donaldson, Vancou¬ 
ver 1989) 14...^xd415 cxd4 Axd4 16 
Wxd4 Wxd4 17 Axd4 Bxf4 18 0-0-0 
Ad7! (not 18...Hxe4 19 -fe.c3! and Black 
is in trouble) 19 Ae3 (or 19 Ae5) 

19...Bxe4 leaves a drawn double-rook 
endgame looming. 

2) 13...Axd4!? 14 cxd4 e5 15 A£2 
exd4 16 0-0 Ae6 17 Wb3 &b4 18 
Axd4 Bxfl+ 19 Bxfl £>xd5 20 exd5 
«fxd5 21 #e3 Bf8 = 22 Bdl Bf7 23 
h3 Ad7 24 Bd2 ®f5 25 Ac3 Ac6 26 
Bd8+ (26 Wg3!?) 26...Bf8 27 Bxf8+ 
<4>xf8 28 «Td4 V 2 -V 2 Tsaturian-Uogele, 
corr 1992. 

Easy to handle is 13 Wb3 £lxd4 14 
Axd4 Ae6 15 fxe4 Axd4 16 cxd4 
Ax d5 17 exd5 e6! 18 0-0-0 #xd5 = 
(analysis by Korchnoi). 

13...bxc6 14 £>b6 Sb8 15 Wxd8 
Bxd8 16 £>xc8 Bdxc8 17 0-0-0 exf3 
18 gxf3 Bb5 

Now: 

1) Klundt-Tielemann, W.Germany 
1984 saw 19 Bd7? Bcb8 20 Bd2? (20 
b3 a4 21 c4 Bf5 favours Black but al¬ 
lows White to resist) 20...Axc3! and 
Black scored a quick victory. 

2) 19 Bhfl Bcb8 20 Sf2 intending 
Ad4 leads to a position with equal 
chances. 

B4a2) 

11 exdS £ib4 (D) 

12£>de2 

A new but doubtful try for White is 
12 5Mb5?!. Semionov-Uogele, USSR 
corr Cht 1989 continued 12...Ad7 



(12...Af5 13 Bel Bc8 14 0-0 *d7 15 a4 
Axc3 16 £ixc3 Bxc3 17 bxc3 £ixd5 
18 Ah6 ± Poleshchuk-Arustamian, 
Leningrad 1989) 13 £>a3 (13 a3 Ax b5 
14 axb4 Ac4 15 bxa5 {as 15 Ad4 
axb4 16 Bxa8 #xa8 17 Axg7 < 4 > xg7 

18 #d4+ *g8 19 *fxc4 bxc3 and 15 
Bxa5 Bxa5 16 bxa5 Wxa5 17 Ad4 Bd8 
are both fine for Black} 15...Bxa5 16 
Bxa5 Axc3+17 bxc3 Wxa5 18 d6 Bd8 

19 *f2 Bxd6 20 #al Ifxal 21 Bxal 
Bd8 and Black is doing well, Wes- 
terinen-Hemandez, Alicante 1989) 

13...e6! 14 d6?! (14 dxe6 is better, 
though 14...Axe6 leaves Black with a 
powerful initiative) 14...£kl5! 15 Wd3 
tfh4+! 16 g3 «Tb4 17 Ad2 Axc3! 18 
Axc3 £>xc3 19 Wxc3 Bfc8! 20 «xb4 
axb4 21 £>bl Bxc2 22 0-0 Ac6 23 Bf2 
Bcl+ 24 Bfl Bxfl+ 25 *xfl Bd8 26 
£M2 Bxd6 and Black won without dif¬ 
ficulty. 

12...Af5 

Entering the main highway of the 
Uogele. Those who wish to avoid long 
theoretical disputes may wish to con¬ 
sider the more modest 12...e6!? (D). 
White has tried several moves but has 
yet to find a clear path to an advan¬ 
tage: 
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1) 13 dxe6Axe6 gives Black good 
compensation for the pawn. This was 
borne out by Borge-Oblitas, Manila 
OL 1992:14a3&d5 15Ad44ixc3 16 
bxc3 2e8 17 4>f2 #c7 18 Sbl Axd4+ 
19 cxd4 2ac8 20 c3 Ac4 21 5)g3 Ad5 
22 2c 1 Wei 23 #d2 Wxa3 24 h4 b5 
25 h5 Wei 26 £>fl 2c6 27 £>e3 2e6 
with a clear advantage for Black. 

2) 13 Ac5 2e8 14 d6 2a6 is as¬ 
sessed by Cuban GM Hernandez as 
unclear. 

3) 13 Wd2 exd5 (13...1 r h4+14 Af2 
Wc4 15 a3 £>xd5 16 S)xd5 exd5 17 
Ad4 2e8 18 Axg7 4 > xg7 19 &f2 was 
better for White in Westerinen-Hecht, 
Raach 1969) 14 a3? (14 Ad4 Axd4 15 
£)xd4 #64+ is unclear) 14...d4! 15 
0-0-0 £>xc2! 16 Wxc2 (also bad is 16 
Af2 £>al! 17 *bl £>b3 18 Wc2 dxc3 
19 2xd8 2xd8 20 £>xc3 Af5 21 £>e4 
&d2+ 22 *al 2ac8 23 W&4 b5 24 
#xb5 2b8 25 Ab6 Axe4 26 fxe4 
Ad4 0-1 Sammalvuo-Wedberg, Swe¬ 
den 1994; the best try seems to be 16 
£>xd4 £>xe3 17 Wxe3, though 17...Ad7 
is fine for Black) 16...Af5 17 Wd2 (17 
Wb3 dxc3!) 17...dxc3 led to an advan¬ 
tage for Black in Hennings-Szilagyi, 
Varna 1970. 


4) 13 0-0exd5 (13...2e814d62a6 

15 £>b5! Axb2 16 2bl Ae5 17 c4! 
2c6 18 c5 ± Poleschuk-Mintchev, con- 
1994) 14 Ad4 (14 a3 d4! is unclear) 

14.. .Axd4+ 15 £>xd4 #b6 (15...a4!?) 

16 £>a4 Wa7 17 *hl Ad7 18 £k:3 a4! 
is equal, Estevez-Hemandez, Cama- 
guey 1988. 

5) 13 d6 is strongly answered by 

13.. .2.6!. 

6) 13 a3 £>xd5 14 £ixd5 exd5 15 
Ad4 and now Black has: 

6a) 15...Axd416 Wxd4 2e8 17 <4>f2 
was deemed to be better for White be¬ 
cause of Black’s isolated d-pawn and 
White’s W+5) combination against 
Black’s W+. A. This may be the case, 
but it’s not all that easy after IM Tim 
Taylor’s 17...2a6!? (also interesting is 

17.. .Af5 18 c3 2c8 19 2hel b5 20 b4 
2c4 21 Wd2 Wb6+ 22 £ld4 2ec8 23 
2e3 Ad7, as seen in Lanka-Zilber- 
man, Manila OL 1992). This worked 
well in its debut in Griinfeld-Taylor, 
New York 1985, which continued 18 
£>c3 2c6 19 2adl Af5 20 2d2 2c4! 

21 WxdS Wb6+ 22 *g3 We3 23 h3 
Wf4+ 24 < S?f2 =. A later test in Popo- 
vych-Donaldson, Philadelphia 1987 
saw 18 2hel 2ae6 19 5)g3 (19 5)c3! 
±) 19.. Mel 20 c3 Ad7 with unclear 
play. 

6b) 15...Ah6!? makes good posi¬ 
tional sense: 16 0-0 2e8 (or 16...2a6 
17*hl {17 2el!?) 17...2e8 18 Af2 
a4 19 2el 2ae6 20 £k;3 2xel+ 21 
Axel d4 22 &xa4 Ae3 23 £>c5 Af5! 
= Hector-R.Hemandez, Thessaloniki 
OL 1988) 17 £>g3 2a6! 18 f4 Wh4! 19 
fiel 2ae6 20 2xe6 Axe6 21 f5 Axf5! 

22 £lxf5 gxf5 23 Af2 Ae3! 24 Axe3 
&xe3 25 g3 We4 T Real-Estevez, con- 
1989. 
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13 Bel (D) 



13...b 5 

This is much better than 13...Bc8, 
which hopes for 14 0-0 b5 transposing 
back to the main line while avoiding 

13...b5 14 a3. However, after 13...Bc8 
White can retain a clear edge with 14 
a3 5ixc2+ 15 Bxc2 Axc2 16 Wxc2 
Wxd5 17 sbf2 (not so good is 17 
£ixd5?! Bxc2 18 &xe7+ <4>h8 19 *f2 
Bxb2 ?; also fine for Black is 17 0-0 
b5 18 Bdl We6 19 We4 Wxe4 20 fxe4 
Bc4!? = M.Marinkovib-Rogers, Soko- 
banja 1989, but White may have an 
even stronger move in 17 a4!, when 
Rogers analyses 17...Web 18 ( 4?f2 t 
and 17...b5?! 18 Wcl Wb3 19 axb5 a4 
20 Ad2 ±) 17...Wc4 18 Bdl b5, Griin- 
feld-Karlsson, Randers Z 1982, and 
now 19 Wd2!. 

Also dubious is 13...Ba6?! 14a3Bd6 
15 axb4 (in the first edition we gave 15 
Ac5 £ixd5 16 Axd6 £>e3 17 Wd2 
£fc4 18 Wd5, when Black doesn’t 
have quite enough for the sacrificed 
exchange, Kucera-Jeiek, corr 1984; 
however, 15 axb4 appears to be even 
stronger) 15...axb4 and now White has 
successfully tried: 


1) 16 0-0 bxc3 17 5)xc3 b5 18 Wei 
Be8 19 Jlc5 Axc3 20 Wxc3 Bxd5 21 
Bfel and White has a clear advantage, 
Gallagher-Wolff, London Lloyds Bank 
1994. 

2) 16 £>e4 Bxd5 17 4id2 Axb2 18 
Bbl Ac3 19 Wcl Be5 20 £ixc3 Bxe3+ 
21 &e2 Wb6 22 £tfl left Black with 
insufficient compensation for the piece 
in Olivier-Beck, Geneva 1997. 

3) 16 Ad4 bxc3 17 £>xc3 Ah6 18 
Bal Ae6 19 Ac5 Bd7 20 We2 Axd5 

21 £>xd5 Bxd5 22 Axe7 We8 23 0-0 
Af4 24 Wc4 Ae3+ 25 *hl Bd4 26 
Wc5 Bd7 27 Wxe3 Bxe7 28 Wc3 and 
White has an enormous advantage, 
Hector-Gallagher, Geneva 1995. 

14 0-0 

An important alternative is 14 a3. 
After 14...£>xc2+ 15 Bxc2 Axc2 16 
Wxc2 b4 White has two pieces for a 
rook but Black’s excellent develop¬ 
ment compensates; play now becomes 
quite sharp: 17 £to4 (on 17 £te4 Black 
gained the advantage in Plachetka- 
Forintos, Dubna 1979 by 17...Wxd5 
18 ®tf4 Wa2 19 axb4 axb4 20 £>d3 
Bfc8 21 £>ec5 Wal+ 22 Wdl Wxdl+ 
23 *xdl Bal+ 24 £>cl Axb2 25 
*c2 Axel 26 Bxcl Ba2+ 27 *d3 
Bxg2) 17...Wxd5 18^b6We6 19*f2 
(if 19 5)xa8 Black has a forcing con¬ 
tinuation which leads to a draw ac¬ 
cording to Bagirov: 19...Wxe3 20 £>c7 
Bc8 21 *hd5 Bxc2 22 £>xe3 Bxb2 23 
axb4 Bbl+ 24 £>dl a4 25 0-0 a3 26 
£klc3 Bxb4 27 Bdl h5 28 Bd8+ <±>h7 
29 Ba8 Bb3 30 Bc8 Bb2 31 Ba8) 

19...Sab8 (it’s necessary to attack b6; 
on 19...Bad8 White is able to consoli¬ 
date: 20£>f4 {20axb4 axb4 21 b3 Bd6 

22 £>f4 We5 23 £>c4 V 2 -V 2 Allen- 
T.Taylor, Philadelphia 1992} 20...Wa2 
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21 axb4 axb4 22 #bl Wb3 23 Bel 
Ad4 24 Axd4 Bxd4 25 tfcl Bd6?? 

26 £>c8 Bd4 27 £>xe7+ *h8 28 #c5 
Sdd8 {Black has completely fallen 
apart} 29 £>e6! Bd2+ 30 *g3 #62 
31 &xg6+ 1-0 Popovych-D.Benja- 
min, Philadelphia 1991) 20 £tf4 Ma.2 
21 axb4 axb4 and now: 

1) 22 £ifd5 b3 23 We2 Bb7 24 
&b4 #a5 25 £>c6 #a2 26 Bdl #xb2 

27 #xb2 Axb2 28 Bbl and Klovans- 
Dorfman, USSR Ch 1975 was ulti¬ 
mately drawn. 

2) 22 Bdl b3 (22...Bb7!?) 23 We2 

Bfd8 24 £>fd5 e6 25 £)e7+ *h8 26 
£>d7 Bb7 27 5 Bf8 28 £ixf7+! 

Bxf7 29 Bd8+ Bf8 30 Bxf8+ Axf8 31 
Ad4+ Ag7 32 #e5 1-0 Milenkovtf- 
Ujhazi, Yugoslav Ch (Kladovo) 1992. 
This example shows why 12...e6!? has 
attracted followers, as it’s not exactly 
certain how Black can equalize in some 
of the lines that come from 14 a3. 

3) After 22 #bl (D) we reach a 
hotly contested position: 



3a) 22...b3 23 #xa2 (23 £>d7 
Axb2 24 £>xb8 Bxb8 25 <4>g3 Ae5 
26 £>h3 #a4 27 £kl3 Af6 28 g3 #c4 
29 £>c5 b2 0-1 Van der Tak-Widera, 


corr 1986) 23...bxa2 24 Sal and after 

24.. .Axb2? 25 Bxa2 Acl? 26 Axel 
Bxb6 27 5M5 Bb7 28 Be2 e6 29 £>f6+ 
'4>g7 30 5)g4 White ultimately won 
the ending in Lanka-Priedniek, USSR 
1980. However, Black can improve by 

24.. .Bb7, when 25 Bxa2 Sfb8 leads to 
an equal ending after 26 £la4 Axb2 27 
£lc5 Bb5. 

3b) 22...#xbl 23 Xtxbl Bb7 (worse 
is 23...Bfd8 24 £tfd5 Bb7 25 b3 e6 26 
£sf4 Ba7 27 &a4 Bc7 28 £te2 Bc2 29 
Bel Ba2 30 Bc4 Af8 31 Bd4 Bc8 32 
Bd2 Bcc2 33 Bxc2 Bxc2 34 *el e5 
35 -±-dl Bc6 36 £>cl f6 37 £>d3 Bc7 
38 Ac5 JLxc5 39 £laxc5 ± Zapata- 
Vilela, Havana Capablanca mem 1993) 
24 b3 Bfb8 25 £>c4 Bd8 26 *e2 Bbd7 
27 Ab6 Ba8 28 Ac5 Ba2+ 29 *fl 
Ac3 30 Bel e6 31 Ab6 *g7 32 £ie2 
f6 33 £>xc3 bxc3 34 Aa5 c2 35 *e2 
e5 36 b4 Bdl 0-1 Spaans-Janssens, 
corr 1988. 

3c) 22..Mai 23 #al #b7 24 Wa5 
b3 25 #b4 Ah6 26 Bdl Bfc8 27 £>fd5 
± Kristjansson-Brendel, Reykjavik 
1990. 

14...Bc8 

Untested is 14...&xc2 15 Bxc2 
Axc2 16 #xc2 b4 17 &a4 #xd5 18 
£lb6 #xa2 (18...We6 19 #e4 #xe4 
20 fxe4 Axb2!?) 19 £>xa8 Bxa8, 
which is unclear. 

15 4kl4 

Usual, but in Busquets-Donaldson, 
New York 1991, White played the new 
15 #d2!?. After 15...£>xc2 16 Af2 
£>b4 17 $k!4 Black has several moves 
to consider: 

1) 17...Axd4 18 Axd4 £>xd5 19 
<£sxb5 favours White. 

2) 17...Ad318 Bfdl Ac419 &dxb5 
Axb5 20 £lxb5 #xd5 21 #xd5 £)xd5 
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22 Hxc8 Sxc8 23 Hxd5 Hcl+ 24 ±el 
2xel+ 25 &fl Hbl 26 Hd2 with a 
draw - analysis by Donaldson. 

3) 17...S)xd5 18 £>xf5 £>xc3 19 
#xd8 ^e2+ 20 <£>hl Hcxd8 21 £>xe7+ 
and now after 22 Hc2?! £>d4 23 
,&xd4 Hxd4 24 Ha4 25 b3 Ha3 
(the actual game continuation) Black 
won a long, hard struggle. More criti¬ 
cal is 22 Hc5, whereupon Black can 
play 22..JLd4 (22...SM4!? and 22...b4!? 
are also playable) 23 .&xd4+ 5^xd4 
with equality since 24 Hdl Sfe8 25 
£}d5 loses to 25...He5 - analysis by 
Donaldson. 

After 15 £kI4 Black has two popu¬ 
lar tries: 

B4a2a: 15..JLxd4!? 58 
B4a2b: 15...Hxc3 60 

Of these other possibilities, the first 
is interesting and the second is horren¬ 
dous: 

1) 15...Wd7!? is IM Bruce Rind’s 
untested idea. Now 16 a3 £xd4 works 
very well for Black (a3 for ...#d7) so 
16 g4 is critical, when he proposes 

16.. Jkxc2 17 Hxc2 £>xc2 18 #xc2 b4 
19 #a4 fti8 20 £>e4 ifxd5 with un¬ 
clear play. 

2) 15...^xd5?? 16 £ixf5 £xc3 (or 

16.. .£>xc3 17 lfxd8 Hfxd8 18 &xe7+ 
4>f8 19 £>xc8 £>e2+ 20 <4tf2 £>xcl 21 
&c5+!) 17 «Txd5! Af6 18 £>h6+ *g7 
19 *fxd8 Hfxd8 20 c3 Hd3 21 £>g4 
1-0 Gallagher-Soltis, London 1990. 

B4a2a) 

15..Jkxd4!? (D) 

Not so long ago theory held this 
move in disfavour on account of the 



game de Firmian-Forintos, Reykjavik 
1982. However, now 15....&xd4 en¬ 
joys a good deal of respect. 

16 #xd4 £>xc2 17 Hxc2 Axc2! 

Inferior is 17...e5?! 18 Wxe5 (supe¬ 
rior to both 18 dxe6 jkxc2 19 Wxd8 
Hfxd8 20 e7 Hd6 and 18 #d2 Axc2 

19 lfxc2 b4 20 Wd3 bxc3 21 bxc3 
Wc7 22 Hcl #c4) 18...He8 19 fti4 
(not 19 Hff4?, when after 19.. Jkxc2 20 
Ad4 g5! 21 mi b4! 22 &e4 &xe4 23 
fxe4 Hxe4 Black was clearly on top in 
Perman-Uogele, corr 1981) 19...Hc4 

20 mi Jixcl 21 &xb5 Hb4 22 &c3 
Hxb2 23 Ac5 Wf6 24 Hcl Hc8 25 
Jb d4 &f5 26 We3 #d8 27 Hel Hb4 28 
g4 £c2 29 £te2 £bl 30 *fe5 f6 31 
Wxf6 Wxf6 32 ixf6 and White is 
winning the ending, de Firmian-Forin¬ 
tos, Reykjavik 1982. 

18 jLh6 e5 19 Wxe5 f6 

On 19...®b6+ Sakharov gives 20 
<£>hl f6 21 lfe2! Hfe8 22 #xc2 b4 23 
Wb3 winning. 

20«fe6+ 

Another possibility for White is 20 
Wei, when IM Andrianov analyses 

20...Hf7 (20...He87! 21 #xc2 b4 22 
Wb3) 21 Wxc2 b4 with good counter- 
play for Black. 



Uogele Variation: Main Line with 7...0-0 and 8 $Lb3 a5 59 


The main alternative to 20 #e6+ is 
Estonian GM Lembit Oil’s suggestion 
of 20 #<14!?, when 20...Bf7 appears to 
be the best reply (Black should avoid 

20...Be8 due to 21 d6!, when 21...Af5 
led to a quick finish in Hector-Pirrot, 
Metz 1988: 22 £>e4! Axe4 23 #a7! 
1 -0). After 20...Bf7 White can try: 

1) 21 d6 b4 22 £>e4 Axe4 23 fxe4 
fic6 24 e5 fxe5 25 #d5 #b6+ 26 *hl 
#b7 27 Bdl #d7 28 #xa5 Bc8 29 
#xe5 Be8 30 #d5 #f5 31 h3 #xd5 
32 Bxd5 fid7 33 Ad2 Be4 = Kontic- 
Stanojoski, Kladovo 1990. 

2) 21 Bf2 Bc4 22 #d2 Af5 23 g4 
iLd7 24 £»e4 Axg4 25 b3 Bb4 26 a3 
Axf3 27 axb4 Axe4 28 bxa5 Wxd5 29 
#xd5 Axd5 ? Pantaleoni-Jaloszyin- 
ski, corr 1988. 

3) 21 £lxb5 Bb7 22 a4 (critical is 
22 £>c3!? #b6 (22...Sb4 23 #d2 
Hxb2 24 £>e4 #b6+ is a better try - 
analysis by S.Brandwein} 23 #xb6 
Sxb6 24 Sf2 Af5 25 Ae3 Sb4 26 g4 
Ad7 27 5)e4 ± Prandstetter-Dory, 
Dortmund 1987) 22...#b6 23 #xb6 
Bxb6 24 Ae3 Ebb8 25 Af4 Ba8 (this 
is clearly superior to 25...fib6? 26 Bel 
Af5 27 Ac7 Bb7 28 d6 Ad7 29 si?f2 
*f7 30 Bdl Axb5 31 axb5 Bbxc7 32 
dxc7 Bxc7 33 b4 axb4 34 Bbl, when 
Black was struggling to survive in Hec- 
tor-Petursson, Belfort 1988) 26 £lc7 
Bab8 27 £>b5 Ba8 28 £>c7 Ba7 (play¬ 
ing for the win; obviously 28...Sab8 is 
dead equal) 29 d6 Axa4 30 Bel g5 31 
Ae3 Bb7 32 5)d5 Bc2! 33 &xf6+ *f7 
is unclear, Hector-Dorfman, Clermont- 
Ferrand 1989. 

20...Bf7 21 £le4 (D) 

If 21 4&xb5 Black has 21...Af5 22 
#e3 #xd5 23 £>d4 Bd7 equalizing, 
Gavrikov-Kuksov, Kaluga 1977. 



21.. .Axe4 22 fxe4 

Theory once considered this posi¬ 
tion to be better for White. However, 
in practice Black has done quite well. 

22.. .#d7 23 #xd7 

After 23 Bxf6 Be8,24 #xd7 Bxd7 
leads to the same thing, but 24 Bxg6+ 
was tried in Kuindzhi-Klovans, Minsk 
1980: 24...hxg6 25 #xg6+ *h8 26 
Ae3 Bef8 27 Ad4+ Bg7 28 h3 *g8 
29 Axg7 #xg7 30 We6+ #f7 31 
#g4+ *h7 32 #h4+ *g7 33 #g3+ 
#g6 34 #c3+ Wf6 35 e5 #fl+ 36 
*h2 Wf4+ 37 &hl b4 38 #c7+ Bf7 
39 Wxa5 Wxe5 40 #xb4 #g3 41 #d2 
Bf4 0-1. 

23.. .Bxd7 24 Sxf6 Be8! 25 d6 

25 < S?f2 V 2 -V 2 de Firmian-Pigusov, 
Moscow GMA 1989. Pigusov claims 
that after 25...Bde7 he would have had 
a slight advantage. Andrianov contin¬ 
ues with 26 Bb6 b4 (26...Bxe4 27 
Bxb5) 27 Bb5 Bxe4 28 Bxa5 Be2+ 29 
*f3 Bxb2 ?. 

25.. .Bdd8 

Andrianov gives 25...Bf7 26 Ag5 
Bd7 27 Ah6 as equal. 

26 Ag5a4! 274>f2Bxe428Bxg6+ 
hxg6 29 Axd8 4>f7 30 Aa5 *e6 31 
a3 *xd6 32 <±>f3 Bh4 33 Ael Bc4 34 
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h4 tf?e6 35 g4 Sc2 36 Ac3 b4! 37 
Axb4 (37 axM? a3) 37...Sxb2 38 Af8 
Sb8 39 Ac5 #d5 and Black won 
shortly in Kuksov-Pigusov, Nikolaev 
1978. The game De Boer-Strauss, Lon¬ 
don 1983 proceeded almost move for 
move with this example with a similar 
result. 

B4a2b) 

15...Hxc3 

The exchange sacrifice initiated by 
the text-move is a suggestion of Kor¬ 
chnoi, who did the analysis for this 
section of ECO B (2nd edition). It ac¬ 
tually was tried as early as 1979 in a 
game between Zapata and Rind in 
Philadelphia, but Black had a different 
idea in mind from that of Korchnoi. 

16 bxc3 (D) 



16.. .£>xa2 

16.. .£>xd5!? is also worth consid¬ 
eration. After 17 4^xf5 gxf5 18 Ad4 
£>xc3 19 Axc3 Wb6+ 20 *hl Axc3 
Black has adequate compensation for 
the exchange, Sieiro Gonzales-Pazos, 
Camaguey 1986. 

17 Sal! 


Here Korchnoi analyses 17 £lc6 as 
leading to equality after 17...tfd6 18 
Sal £>xc3 19 #d2 Af6 20 Ad4 £>xd5 
2lAxf6lfxc6. 

Not as good is 17 £lxf5, which lost 
quickly in Kell-Donaldson, Los Ange¬ 
les 1984 after 17...gxf5 18 Hal £lxc3 
19 Wd3 a4! (more exact than 19...b4, 
which allows 20 d6!) 20 Af2 Wxd5 21 
*xd5 £>xd5 22 Sadi £>c3 23 Hd3 a3 

24 Ael Sc8 25 Axc3 Axc3 0-1. 

17.. .6xc3 

Also possible is 17...Wxd5 18 £*xf5 
Wxf5 19 Sxa2 lfe6 20 Hxa5 Wxe3+ 
21 *hl Wb6 22 Ha2 Axc3 23 «fe2 e6 
= Kupreichik-Malishauskas, Miedzy- 
brodzie 1991. 

18*d2£xd4 

Here are the alternatives, with only 
the fourth being of any value: 

1) 18...&xd5??19&c6. 

2) 18...b4?19&c6. 

3) 18...£>a4?! 19 £>xb5 £>b6 20 
«fxa5 *hxd5 21 Ad4 Ah6 22 Sf2 £ie3 
23 lfc3 ± Oll-Kochiev, Tallinn 1987. 

4) 18...#c7!? 19 d6 exd6 20 £>xf5 
gxf5 21 Ah6 f4 22 Axg7 *xg7 23 
Sfel d5 24 g3 b4 25 *hl *h8 26 
#d4+ f6 27 gxf4 Vc4 28 We3 Wc7 
29 Hgl a4 30 *d4 ^e2 31 Wxb4 Sb8 
32 Wxa4 &xgl 33 Hxgl Wc3 V 2 -V 2 
Ivanovic-Cebalo, Yugoslav Ch 1989. 
It appears that 18...Wc7!? could use 
some more tests. 

19 JLxd4 £yxd5 20 fixa5 

Oil proposes 20 g4!? here. 

20.. .1Lxc2 21 fixbS i.d3 22 #xd3 
£>f4 23 We4 Wxd4+ 24 Wxd4 £>e2+ 

25 *f2 £ixd4 

Oil stops his analysis here with an 
assessment of equality. 

26Sb7 

Here White has a slight advantage. 
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Donchev-Fauland, Graz 1987. Even 
though the ending should certainly be 
a draw. White has practical chances. 


B4b) 

10 exdS(D) 



With this recapture White preserves 
his bishop but must now deal with 
threats of ...a5-a4 by Black. 

10...£sb411 £kde2 

The best move in the position. The 
alternatives promise little for White: 

1) 11 d6 #xd6 12 0-0 (12 £>db5 
#e5 13 #d4 #f5 14 0-0-0 ±d7! 15 
#c5 a4?? {15...±h6!} 16 jLxf7+ Bxf7 
17 #xb4 Sff8 18 fihel Bfc8 19 g4 1-0 
Peters-Donaldson, Los Angeles 1995) 

12...£>fd5 13 £>xd5 £ixd5 14 ±f2 «tf4 
15 c3 Ad7 16 a4 Bfd8 17 Ac4 #f6 
and Black is already better, Matulo- 
vi£-Damjanovi6, Sarajevo 1969. 

2) 11 5)db5 runs into ll...a4 12 
£>xa4 (if 12 Ac4 then 12...a3! 13 bxa3 
{13 £>xa3 $)bxd5 14 £>xd5 &xd5 15 
iLxd5 Axb2 16 <S3c4 JLxal is much 
better for Black} 13...£)bxd5 14iLxd5 
£>xd5 15 £ixd5 iLxal 16 Ab6 #d7 17 
£)bc7 Ba6 18 £3xa6 bxa619 JLc5 Se8 


20 0-0 iLg7 is better for Black, Ciri6- 
Ree, Beverwijk 1968) 12...£>fxd5 (the 
alternative 12...£>bxd5 is also interest¬ 
ing) 13 Af2 Ad7 14 £lbc3 £xa4 15 
£>xa4 b5 16 £>b6 £>xb6 17 #xd8 
2fxd8 18 Axb6 Bdc8 19 0-0 -&xb2 20 
Sabi iLc3 (the immediate 20...Jkf6 is 
more exact) 21 f4 jLf6 22 g4 Sa6 23 
$Lf2 £lxa2 24 Bbel e6 25 f5 with an 
unclear game, Ivanovic-Edberg, Eksjo 
1980. 

3) 11 Vd 2 £>fxd5 12 £>xd5 (12 
0-0-0 £)xe3 13 Wxe3 #b6 14 4M5 
#xe3+ is nothing for Black to worry 
about, E.Rodriguez-Barria, General 
Pico City 1996) 12...£ixd5 13 &h6 
&xh6 14 #xh6 a4 15 i.xd5 Wxd 5 16 
c3 e5 and Black is slightly better, 
Semina-Pinchuk, Moscow 1983. 

11.. .a4 

1 l...Af5!? 12 a4 Ba6 13 £>g3 Bd6 
14 £>xf5 gxf5 15 iLc5 Bd7 16 #e2 
£tfxd5 17 £>xd5 £>xd5 18 0-0-0 Be8 
19 g3 e6 = Gullaksen-Leko, Debrecen 
Echt 1992. 

12 €)xa4 

Bad is 12 £c4 a3 13 bxa3 £tfxd5 
14 axb4 £3xe3 15 # xd8 Bxd8 16 i.b3 
i.f5 17 Bel Bac8 18 £>e4 A.h6 19 
Bbl £>xc2+ and Black is winning, 
West-Donaldson, New York 1988. 

Also rarely seen is 12 jkxa4 5Mxd5 

13 i.d2 #66 14 a3 £ixc3 15 £>xc3 
£>c6 16 ±b3 £kl4 17 #cl Ba5 18 
&e4 Be5 19 Ae3 £.f5 20 0-0 i.xe4 21 
fxe4 Bxe4 22 Bel?? Bxe3! 23 #xe3 
4le2+ 24 Bxe2 Ad4 and Black went 
on to win in Kogan-Afek, Israeli Ch 
1992. 

12.. .£)fxd5 (D) 

Worse is 12...£>bxd5 13 Ab6 #d6 

14 J.d4 with a slight advantage for 
White, Lepszen-Uogele, 1976. 
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Now White has two major choices: 

B4bl: 13 £d4 62 
B4b2: 13 i.12 63 


Otherwise: 

1) 13 Jid2 cannot be recommended. 
Black has replied: 

la) 13...Sxa4?! 14 &xa4 #a5 15 
a3! (15 ±b3 Jkxb2! 16 Sbl £>e3! 17 
£xe3 £>xc2+ 18 «S?f2 £>xe3 19 Wd3 
Aa3! T) 15...#xa4 16 axb4 Wc6 17 
0-0 (17 c3!? #b6 18 #cl Sd8 19 Sa5 
Jkf5 with compensation) 17...jLxb2 
18 Sa5!? (18 Sbl ±) 18...&xb4! 19 
#bl!! Wb6+ 20 4>hl $3c6 21 Sa8 
±d4 22 £>xd4 #xbl? 23 Sxbl £)xd4 
24 iLh6 1-0 Rogers-Laird, Brisbane 
1994. 

lb) 13..JLe6 14 £lc5!? £.xb2 15 
Sbl Ae5 16 £>xe6 fxe6 17 0-0 ±. 

lc) 13...b5 14 &xb4 £>xb415 #xd8 
Bxd8 16 &ac3 Jtf5 17 Scl £h6 18 f4 
e5 19 a3 £)c6 gave Black some com¬ 
pensation for the pawn in Vass-Donka, 
Debrecen 1991. 

l d) 13...iLf5! and now the follow¬ 
ing three variations give some indica¬ 
tion of White’s difficulties: 

ldl) 14 g4 jLxc2 15 &xc2 Sxa4 
16 iLxa4 £kB+17 ifl #1)6 winning. 


Id2) 14 a3£)c6 150-0(15 £>ac3?! 
5)xc3 16 i.xc3 #b6! 17 ±xg7 Bfd8 

18 Wcl *xg7 19 g4 £>d4! 20 £>xd4 
#xd4 21 gxf5 Ha5 22 *fl Bxf5 23 
*g2 Wh4 24 #e3 Sg5+ 25 *fl 
#h3+ 26 *el #h4+ 27 <±>fl #h3+ 
28 < ±'el Wh4+ 29 #f2 Wf4 30 Bgl 
Sd2 and 0-1 shortly, Meister-Levchen- 
kov, USSR 1985) 15...b5 16 £>ac3 
#b6+ 17 *hl &e3 18 i.xe3 #xe3 19 
£>d5 (19 £>xb5 Sfd8) 19...#c5 with 
excellent play for the pawn. 

Id3) 14 0-0 b5 15 £>ac3 #b6+ 16 
*hl £le3 17 JLxe3 Wxe3 18 £>xb5 
Bfd8, again with tremendous compen¬ 
sation for the material deficit. 

2) Another poor move is 13 iLc5, 
which runs into 13...Bxa4 14 Jk.xa4 
Wa5 15 JLx b4 &xb4 16 c3 Hd8 17 
cxb4 (or 17 #b3 £>d3+ 18 *fl #a7 

19 £id4 iLxd4 20 cxd4 #xd4 21 #c2 
£)xb2 22 iLb3 5)c4 winning for 
Black) 17...#xb4+ and Black is clearly 
better (analysis by Korchnoi). 

B4b1) 

13 ±d4 £.xd4 (D) 

Probably Black’s most reliable move, 
although the alternative 13...jSLf5 has 
its points: 

1) 14 c3 &d3+ 15 *fl Bxa4 16 
iLxd5 Sxd4 0-1 Roose-Uogele, corr. 

2) If 14 £&c3 Black has 14...±xc2! 
15 &xc2 JLxd4 16 5)xd4 £>e3 0-1 
Sachs-Uogele, corr 1967. 

3) 14 Axg7 &xg7 15 *f2 is criti¬ 
cal. Now Black should probably try 

15.. .e5!? intending to meet 16 a3 by 

16.. .5xa4 17 £.xa4 #b6+ 18 *g3 
£>e3 with interesting complications. 
Instead, two games from the 1980 
Berkeley-Seattle National Telephone 
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League continued 15...b5 16 £iac3 
Axc3 17 bxc3 Wxdl 18 Saxdl &xa2 
19 Sal Ae6 20 Axe6 fxe6 21 Shbl 
Sa4 and now White gained a slight ad¬ 
vantage in Burkett-Franett by 22 £M4 
and in de Firmian-Donaldson with 22 
Sxb5, although both games were 
eventually drawn, enabling Seattle to 
win the match 3 l h-2 l fi. 



14 Wxd4 Af5 

14...e5 15 Wd2Exa416 Axa4Wb6 

17 a3! £>e3 18 «fxb4 £>xg2+ 19 *dl 
*e3 20 Wd2 Wxf3 21 *cl! ± Jensen- 
Kristiansen, Copenhagen 1982. 

15^ac3 

Here 15 0-0-0 is too risky: 15...e5! 
16 #d2 (16 #xe5 He8 17 Bxd5 £>xd5 

18 Wxd5 Wxd5 19 Axd5 Exe2 wins 
lor Black) 16...Bxa4! 17 Axa4 Wa5 
18 Ab3 Sc8 19 £>c3 (19 a3 Axc2 20 
Axd5 £kI3+ 0-1 Glauser-Karlsson, 
Lugano 1982) 19...&xc3 20 bxc3 
^xa2+ (also winning is 20...Wa3+ 21 
l>bl Axc2+Chesney-Donaldson, San 
lose 1988) 21 *b2 Sa8 0-1 Perecz- 
(iy.Honfi, Budapest 1981. 

15 Wd2 also causes Black no diffi¬ 
culties, owing to 15...Axc2! 16 Axd5 
(16 Axc2 £>e3!) 16...Sxa4 17 £>c3 


Sa5 18 Ae4 Axe4 19 fxe4. Now in¬ 
stead of 19...e6, which led to an equal 
endgame in Jano§evic-Rind, Lone Pine 
1979, Korchnoi suggests 19...1ifb6 as 
clearly better for Black. 

15...£\xc2+ 16 Axc2^xc317#xd8 
Sfxd8 18 Axf5 &xe2 19 *xe2 gxf5 
20 Shel e5 

with equal chances in the ending, as 
in the game Petrushin-Khasin, USSR 
1976. 

B4b2) 

13 JLI2 i.f5 (D) 

Premature is 13...Hxa4, which loses 
to 14 i.xa4 WaS IS 0-0 2d8 (15...Wxa4 
16 c3 wins) 16 a3 £la6 17 Ab3 ±xb2 
18 Wei!, Sax-Haik, Smederevska Pal- 
anka 1982. 

A little-tested but interesting alter¬ 
native is 13...b5. After 14 5)b6 (14 
£lac3 4)xc3 15 4kc3 Wxdl+16 *xdl 
Sd8+ 17 *e2 Aa6 =) 14...£>xb6 IS 
Wxd8 Hxd816 ±xb6 Sd717 £>c3 Ba6 
18 Ae3 Axc3+ 19 bxc3 £*15 20 Ad4 
b4 21 cxb4 5)xb4 22 Jib2 £lxc2+! 
Black equalized in Zhelnin-Petrushin, 
USSR 1984 as 23 Axc2 could be met 
by 23...fie6+ recovering the piece. 
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14 0-0 

A mistake is 14 g4, which runs into 

14.. .<Sxc2+! 15 Axc2 Wa5+ 16 #d2 
Axc2 17 £>ac3 £}xc3 18 5)xc3 Aa4 
(also good is Minev's suggestion of 

18.. .Ab3 19 0-0 Ae6; in view of his 
bishop pair and White’s weaknesses, 
Black would have a considerable ad¬ 
vantage) 19 0-0 Ac6 20 #e3 #b4 21 
Sabi Hfd8 and Black had a winning 
initiative in Bednarski-Petursson, Ha- 
mar 1979. 

14 a3 also gives White no hope for 
the advantage, and quickly leads to a 
drawn endgame after 14...£}xc2+ 15 
Axc2 #a5+ 16 b4 (a draw was agreed 
here in Vogt-Barczay, Budapest 1987) 

16.. .£>xb4 (16...Wb5!? - Barczay) 17 
axb4 Wxb4+ 18 Wd2 Wxd2+ 19 *xd2 
Axal 20 Hxal Hfd8+ 21 <£>cl Hdc8 
22 £ki4 b5, Tseshkovsky-Tukmakov, 
Vilnius 1975. 

14.. .b515ftac3 

A mistaken idea is 15 £k:5?, which 
lost quickly in Enright-Donaldson, 
Berkeley 1980 after 15...Axb2 16 
£>g3? Axc2 17 Axc2 Axal. 

15.. .£ixc 3 16 £>xc3 

Not 16 bxc3, which loses material 
to 16...Wxdl 17 Hfxdl (17 Haxdl 
£>xa2 18 g4 Ac8 19 Sal Ae6 20 
Axe6 fxe6 21 Ad4 Hfc8 22 Axg7 
< S?xg7 23 Hfbl 5)xc3 24 Hxa8 &xe2+ 
25 <&f2 Hxa8 26 < 4 > xe2 Hc8 =/? Laird- 
Karlsson, Copenhagen 1981) 17...Axc2 
18 Axc2 £>xc2 19 Had Hxa2 20 Hd2 
£fo4 21 Hxa2 £\xa2 22 Hc2 £>xc3 and 
Black soon won in the game Ambraz- 
aitis-Uogele, Kaunas 1972. 

16.. .Wxdl 17 Hfxdl 


Or 17 Haxdl Axc2 18 Axc2 £>xc2 
19 Hd2 Axc3 20 Hxc2 Af6 with an 
equal game, Forgacs-Donaldson, Kecs¬ 
kemet 1980. 

17...Axc2 18 Axc2 £}xc2 (D) 

An alternative is 18...Axc3 19 Axg6 
hxg6 (19...Axb2!?) 20 bxc3 £ixa2 21 
Ad4 b4 V 2 -V 2 Pantaleoni-Wittmann, 
corr 1989. 



Hfd8 

Also reasonable is 21...h5 with an 
equal endgame, G.Kuzmin-Tukmakov, 
Kishinev 1975. 

A third possibility is 21...Ha6 22 
*f 1 Hfa8 23 Hdd2 b4 24 He2 e6 25 
Ac5 Ac3 26 *f2 Ha5 27 Ae3 Hd5 
with equality, Borik-Trauth, West Ger¬ 
many 1984. 

22 Hxd8+ Hxd8 23 *fl Hdl+ 24 
Ael Hal 

The ending is equal. In Matulo- 
vic-Ristoja, Helsinki 1981, White won 
from this position, but that was only 
because of several blunders by Black 
later in the game. 



4 The Anti-Yugoslav 
Variation: 

Main Line with 7...Wa5 


I c4 c5 2 £)f3 thc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 ^xd4 
gft 5 £>c3 ±g7 6 ±e3 £if6 7 £.c4 Wa5 
(l>) 



We call this system the Anti-Yugo¬ 
slav because 7... Wa5 more or less 
forces White to castle kingside and 
Ihus avoids the dangers of the Yugo¬ 
slav Attack in the Dragon. 

Compared to the Uogele (Chapter 
l), which is largely tactical in nature, 
this line leads play into positional 
channels. 

8 0-0 

Clearly best. Other moves either 
give Black easy equality or actually 
lose: 

1) 8 *ti2? £>xe4! 9 £>xc6 (9 &xe4 
#xd2+ 10 &xd2 5)xd4 leaves Black 


with a solid extra pawn) 9...Wxc3! and 
White is lost. 

2) 8 £>b3?!. The late Argentinean 
Grandmaster Herman Pilnik once ar¬ 
gued long and hard in defence of this 
move. He insisted that White would get 
adequate compensation for the sacri¬ 
ficed pawn. However, I (Silman) main¬ 
tain now, as I did then, that 8 £fo3 just 
doesn’t hold up against close scrutiny. 
Black replies 8...1fb4! 9 £id2! (the 
best chance; 9 .fi.d3? £ixe4! 10 Jixc 4 
JLx c3+ 11 bxc3 #xe4 leaves Black 
with both a material and structural ad¬ 
vantage; even worse is 9 ^2? £ixe4 
10 a3 £>xc3 11 £xf7+ *f8 12 bxc3 
#xc3+ 13 Ad2 We5, Calvo-Toran, 
Palma de Mallorca 1968) 9...«fxb2 10 
5)b5! (10 £ia4? #e5! {10...«Tb411 c3 
Wa5 is also good for Black} 11 f4 Wa5 
threatens 12...5)xe4, 12...Wxa4 and 
12...b5) 10...#e5 (10...0-0? 11 c3 leaves 
the black queen hanging out to dry) 11 
f4 #b8 12 e5 (D). 

After 12 e5 Black has three interest¬ 
ing ideas to choose from: 

2a) 12...£ig8 followed by ...£>h6 
and a break in the centre is possible 
but has never been tried. 

2b) 12...£>g4 13 Hl r xg4 d5 14 «fe2 
dxc4 15 4)xc4 0-0 followed by ..JLe6 
and ...f6 seems adequate for Black. 
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2c) 12...?}xe5! must be the strong¬ 
est: 13 fxe5 *xe5 14 *f2 (14 »f3 
Wxal+ 15 *f2 #e5 16 ±d4 Wg5 17 
^el 0-0 led to an easy win for Black 
in Kupreichik-Veremeichik, Belorus- 
sia 1981) 14...d5 (14...1 r xal 15 Wxal 
£}g4+ 16 &f3 iLxal 17 Sxal £ixe3 is 
also possible) 15 £e2 a6 16 £>d4 Wc7 
followed by the central push ...e5, 
when Black’s three very strong pawns 
and White’s misplaced king give Black 
all the chances. 

3) 8 f3? (a common error) 8...lB r b4 
9 Ab3? (correct is 9 5ixc6, when 

9.. .bxc6 gives Black firm control over 
the d5-square and full equality; Black 
can also consider 9...Wxc4 10 £>e5 
#c7 11 S)d3 d6 12 *fd2 0-0 13 0-0, 
Twardam-Van der Sterren, Groningen 
1975, and now 13...£e6 gives Black a 
slight plus) 9...£ixe4! 10 £>xc6 (10 
fxe4 jkxd4 11 jlxd4 <B r xd4 12 Wf3 e6! 
13 a4 a6 14 h4 h5 15 Odl #e5 was 
clearly better for Black in Matulo- 
vifi-Toran, Palma de Mallorca 1967) 

10.. .£xc3+ 11 bxc3 #xc3+ 12 *e2 
dxc6! (so 13 fxe47? can be answered 
by 13...Ag4+) 13 Wgl (13 &d4 loses 
to 13...e5! 14 jixc3 £)xc3+, when 
Black reaches a winning endgame) 


13.. .£>f6 14 ±d4 #b4 (Dzindzichash- 
vili recommends 14...Wa5 15 ®fe3 
c5! 16 ilxc5 Ae6 17 £xe6 ^6+) 15 
«fe3 0-0 16 &c5 Wa5 17 &xe7 (the 
dangerous-looking 17 Wxe7 is met by 

17.. JLe6!, when 18 &xe6 Stae8 19 
#xf6 #xc5 is hopeless for White) 

17.. .35e8 18 *f2 WfSI and the threat 
of ...£>g4+ gives Black a winning po¬ 
sition. 

8...0-0 (D) 

Black avoids any adventures. The 
alternatives turn out poorly: 

1) 8...Wb4 (greedy) 9 Ab3 £>xe4? 

10 4)xc6 (bad is 10 £>xe4? £ixd4 11 
AxH+ *xf7 12 &g5+ <4>g8 13 c3 
Wa5 {13...*fxb2? 14 £xd4 Axd4 15 
Wxd4 with the threat of 16 £rf7 is 
good for White} 14 cxd4 #d5 15 flcl 
b6 16 b3 &b7 T Kostiuchenko-Shi- 
yanovsky, Kiev 1961) 10...bxc611 a3! 
&xc3 12 #f3. White is winning. 

2) 8...d6 9 Ab5 Ad7 10 &b3 #d8 

11 iLe2 ± 

3) 8...£)g4?! had a brief moment in 
the sun in the early to mid-1960s but 
has since been completely abandoned. 
White has tried several replies: 

3a) 9 &xc6 dxc6 10 Jkd4 Axd4 
(simple and good; 10...e5 11 JLe3 
$3xe3 12 fxe3 favours White since 

12.. .0-0? is met by 13 Hxf7!) 11 *xd4 
»e5 12 Wxe5 £>xe5 13 £b3 g5 = 
Usov-A.Geller, USSR 1962. 

3b) 9 £>d5 £ixe3 10 fxe3 £>e5 
(10...e6 11 »f3 0-0 12 £>f6+ is more 
comfortable for White) 11 £fo5 Zhxc4 

12 £>bc7+ *f8 13 c3 Hb8 14 b4 #a3 
15 Wg4 f6 16 Wg5 *f7 17 e5 and 
White has a strong attack, Litvinov- 
Rotov, corr 1964. 

3c) 9 !fxg4 £>xd4 10 £>d5! (Bole- 
slavsky recommends 10 Wh4! 5^xc2 
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11 5M5 with a strong attack) 10...Wd8 
(I0...£xc2? 11 Wfg5 Wd8 12 Had 
f)xc3 13 £>c7+! *xc7 14 &xf7+ is 
winning for White) 11 c3 G)c6 12 *h4 
il6 13 Wg3 0-014 £>f4 &d7 15 Hadl ± 
Cirtf-Ilijevski, Yugoslavia 1965. 

3d) 9 £>b3 Wh5 (9...£>xe3? 10 
A.xf7+) 10 Af4 jke5 and now: 

3dl) 11 Wff3 (inferior) 1 l...£rf6 (or 
11...g5 12 Ag3 £if6 13 We3 fog4 14 
*13 £>f6 15 Wd3 a6, when ECO 
claims it’s clearly better for White 
and Levy claims there are chances for 
both sides, Ivkov-Lehmann, Bever- 
wijk 1965) 12 Wxh5 5ixh5, Bradvar- 
cvid-Ilijevski, Yugoslav Ch 1965. Now 

I ,cvy claims that Black has the better 
endgame while ECO gives 13 iLd2!? 
1. However, the assessment of 11 Wf3 
is not particularly important since 11 
Axe5 is just good for White. 

3d2) 11 Axe5! (Boleslavsky’s move) 

II ...£>cxe5 12 h3 &xc4 13 hxg4 We5 
14 f4 Wd6 15 £>d5 £>b6 16 Wd4 0-0 
17 c4 £>xd5 18 cxd5 b6 19 e5 and 
Black's position is very unappetizing. 



Now White has four serious tries: 
A: 9h3 67 

II: 9 £>d5 68 


C: 9 £>b3 70 

D: 9£b3 81 

A) 

9h3 

This move can be used as a transpo¬ 
sitional device or as a way to head for 
original, unexplored positions. 

9„fb4!? 

The attempt to transpose to Varia¬ 
tion D (9 Jkb3) with the natural 9...d6 
allows the following interesting plan: 
10 flel Ad7 11 £>b3 Wd8 12 Ag5 
He8 13 4ld5 £lxd5 14 exd5 £>e5 15 
Afl with advantage to White, Kudrin- 
Donaldson, Philadelphia 1997. 

Black’s play can probably be im¬ 
proved after 9...d6, but 9...#b4 is 
clearly the critical response to 9 h3. 

10£b3£lxe41l£>d5 

Not falling for 11 £>xe4? £lxd4 12 
c3 £te2+! 13 Wxe2 l f xe4. 

Il...l'd6! 

Keeping an eye on the e7-pawn. 
White can claim an advantage after 
11 ...**: 

1) 12 £>xc6!? dxc613 £>xe7+ *h8 
14 Sel! 5)c5 (14..JLxb2? loses out¬ 
right to 15 £d4+) 15 «ti6 £ixb3 16 
axb3 Wd8 17 Wxd8! Sxd8 18 &b6 
is good for White, Hector-Andersson, 
Haninge 1990. 

2) 12Wg4 (perhaps 12 ...£k 12!? 
is a better idea but 13 WgS £>xb3 14 
axb3 *ti8 15 £>xc6 dxc6 16 £>xe7+ 
*h8 17 Stfdl Wc7 18 £f4 still leaves 
Black experiencing some discomfort) 
13 5)xc6 bxc614 &xe7+ *h8 15 #f4 
Aa6 16 fifel £sh5 17 Wd6 and White 
is clearly better, Lepeshkin-Demir- 
khanian, Erevan 1964. 

12&b5 
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Tempting but inadequate is 12 Af4 
Wc5!. 

Also interesting is 12...Hfe5!? 13 f4 
Wh5 14 Wxh5 gxh5 15 ?Mc7 Hb8 16 
£>xa7 Axb2. 

13 £foc7Axb2 

According to Seirawan and Don¬ 
aldson, Black’s two solid pawns should 
give him more than enough compen¬ 
sation for the exchange. 


B) 

9&dS(D) 



A very positional treatment. White 
places his knight on a strong central 
outpost, hoping to force Black to cap¬ 
ture it. After the recapture with the e- 
pawn. White will place a rook on the 
open e-file and try to generate some 
pressure against Black’s pawn on e7. 

9...£>xd5! 

Best. Black’s other choices seem to 
favour White: 

1) 9...« r d8 10&xf6+Axf6 11 f4 
d6 12 e5! Ag7 (12...dxe5 13 &xc6 
Wxdl 14 Saxdl bxc6 15 fxe5 Axe5 
16 Ah6 Ag7 17 Axf7+! *h8 18 


Axg7+ *xg7 19 Ab3 Af5 20 Hdel ± 
- analysis by Adoijan) 13 e6 f5 14 
Ad5 and White has a lasting bind, 
J.Rodriguez-Kagan, Skopje OL 1972. 

2) 9...&xe4 (Adorjan thinks this 
deserves further attention) 10 5)xc6 
dxc6 11 £}xe7+ <i?h8 12 £>xc8 Saxc8 
13 c3 Hcd8 (T.Georgadze gives 13...f5 
as unclear) 14 Wc2 £tf6 (14...£kl6 15 
Ab3 ®tf5 16 Af4 Ae5 17 Ve4 is 
clearly better for White according to 
Adoijan) 15 Sfel «fc7?! (15...£>g4!? 
16 Af4 #c5 is a suggestion of Ador- 
jan’s) 16 h3 b6 17 Hadl *g8 18 a4, 
Adorjan-Visier, Lanzarote 1975, and 
now 18...Sfe8 19 Ag5 is best, when 
White’s two bishops make life diffi¬ 
cult for Black. 

10 exd5 (D) 



Now Black must choose between: 
Bis 10...£te5 68 

B2: 10...£>xd4! 69 


B1) 

10...£>e5?! 

This move was considered satisfac¬ 
tory for many years, but a closer look 
has exposed an unfortunate flaw. 
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11 Ab3 

Levy has suggested 11 $Le 2!? Wxd5 
12 «tf5 «fe6 13 £>xg7, when White 
hus some compensation for the pawn. 

11.. .d6 12 h3 

Not 12 f4 £>g4. 

12.. .1.a6! 

This is the critical position. 

13 ^.g5?! 

Instead 13 #e 2 #xe2 14 £>xe2 may 
force a reassessment of 10...£>e5. The- 
ory has always stated that 14.. JLd7 15 
14 Jlb5! gives Black equal play, but 
(his is clearly not the case after 16 fxe5 
Axe2 17 Sfel Ab5 18 Af4. 

13.. .2.8 14 Sel Ml 15 c3 Sac8 
!6#d2iLf6! 17 £h6 

17 &xf6 exf6 18 Hlfh6 &c4 is fine 
f or Black. 

17.. .b5 18 2e4*l>7 

The position is unclear, Browne- 
Silman, Sunnyvale 1974. The con¬ 
tinuation was 19 £g5 iLg7 20 flael 
(20 f4 Zhc4 21 £xc4 Hxc4 leaves the 
white d5-pawn under attack) 20...a5 
21 f4 a4! 22 fxe5 dxe5! 23 £>f3 (23 

6 axb3 24 5)xe7+ 2xe7 25 £xe7 
hxu2 gives Black too much compensa- 
lion for the exchange) 23...axb3 24 
uxb3 f6 25 Ah6 £.xh6 26 Wxh6 Wxd5 
27 Sxe5!, and now instead of allowing 
it perpetual check with 27...fxe5? 
Illack should have played 27...®f7! 
with a clear advantage. 

B2) 

10.. .£lxd4! 

I his appears to be a clean equalizer. 

II i.xd4 e5 (D) 

The culmination of a series of 
iiiiivcs that renders White’s 9 £ld5 in- 

MOCUOUS. 



12 dxe6 

12 £c3 #c5 13 £b3 d6 is good for 
Black. 

12.. .dxe613 £xg7 *xg714 «d4+ 

Adoijan gives 14fiel (intending 15 

Wd4+ followed by 2e5) 14...Hd8 15 
#f3 »c7 16 i.b3 Ad7 17 h4 as being 
clearly better for White. This seems to 
be a bit extreme. After 17...h5 we would 
rate it as ±. 

However, improvements for Black 
seem to be possible earlier. For exam¬ 
ple, instead of 14...Sd8 Black could 
play 14...Wc5!?, when 15 Wd3 b6 16 
#c3+ &g8 17 Be5 #c6 is fine. Also, 
instead of the passive 15...Hfc7 Black 
should consider ^...WcS! 16 J&b3 a5! 
17 a4 2a6 followed by 18...2ad6 with 
good play. 

14.. .e515We3 

T.Georgadze gives 15 Wd6 2d8 16 
#e7 2d7 17 «fe8 #c7 18 Uadi He7 
19 Wd8 £g4 20 #xc7 Hxc7 21 f3 
Af5 as being clearly better for Black. 
In this line, 20 WxaS appears to be 
adequately answered by 20.. Jbtdl 21 
£.b3 (21 £d3 £xc2 22 Hcl «U6! 23 
Jkxc2 Wd2 leads to the same position 
as 21 £b3) 21..Jkxc2! 22 Ocl «Ta5! 
23 i.xc2#d2. 
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15.. AtS 16 Ab3 Sac8 17 Sadi 
iLxc218 BdS Wa619 Wxe5+ *F6 20 
We3 Sfe8 

20.. .b6!? suggests itself. 

21 #xa7 Ax b3 22 axb3 Sc2 and 
the game Beliavsky-Georgadze, USSR 
1973 was shortly drawn. 

C) 

9£>b3 

With 9 $Sb3 White hopes to trade 
tempi (Ac4-e2 vs ...Wa5-d8) and reach 
a favourable version of the Classical 
Dragon. This plan would become a re¬ 
ality after 9...1U8? 10 Ae2 d6 11 f4, 
when White is a tempo ahead of the 
main line in the Classical Dragon. 

9.. Mc7 (D) 



We now have an odd position: 
White’s knight is not very well placed 
on b3 and his bishop on c4 is unde¬ 
fended. In return. Black’s queen may 
turn out to be a bit vulnerable on cl. 

10 f4 

The usual move, but White has also 
tried a few other ideas: 

1) 10 1U2 b6 11 fiadl Ab7 12 
Ae2 £>e5 13 f3 Hfd8 14 Ad4 d5 and 


Black was better in G.Hoffman-Dzin- 
dzichashvili, Philadelphia 1993. 

2) 10 JSLg5!7 is a dangerous alter¬ 
native. Black could then play: 

2a) 10...b6 11 f4 £>a5 (called a 
mistake by most sources but perhaps 
it’s not so bad) 12 Ad5! ^xb3? (Black 
has to try 12...Aa6, when 13 Axa8 
Axfl 14 e5 {14 Axf6 Axf6 15 £kl5 
#b8} 14...Hxa8 15 *xfl «t4+ 16 
^gl £)xb3 17 axb3 11^5+ with the 
idea of ...£tfi5 and ...f6 is unclear ac¬ 
cording to Banas) 13 axb3 £lxd5 14 
£>xd5 Wc5+ 15 <£hl f6 16 b4! Wd617 
e5! #e6 18 exf6 exf6 19 Bel »f7 20 
Be7 fxg5 21 Bxf7 Bxf7 22 £>xb6 and 
White won without difficulty in Kup- 
reichik-Privara, Stary Smokovec 1975. 

2b) 10...a6!? (a recommendation 
of Silman’s that has been tried success¬ 
fully on a couple of occasions), when 
White has tried the following moves: 

2bl) 11 Axf6 Axf6 12 &d5 «fe5 
13 £>b6 Bb8 is fine for Black. 

2b2) 11 a4 &b4. Now Busquets- 
Davies, New York 1991 continued 
12 We2 d6 13 a5 5ig4! (threatening 

14...d5!) 14 f4 b5 15 axb6 Wxb6+ 16 
*hl £>e3 17 Axe7 Ag4 0-1. 

2b3) 11 f4 b5 12 Ae2 b4 13 £>d5 
lffa7+ 14 ihl £>xe4. Gudmundsson- 
Tangbom, Reykjavik 1990 continued 
15 Axe7 £>xe7 16 &xe7+ <3?h8 17 
Af3 f5 18 Axe4 fxe4 19 Wd6 a5 20 
&c5 *b8 21 &xe4 *xd6 22 &xd6 
Aa6 23 Bf2 Axb2 and Black’s two 
bishops gave him a clear advantage 
and an eventual victory. 

2c) 10...a5 (commonly seen, but 
theory does not think highly of Black’s 
chances) 11 a4 (also good is 11 a3 a4 
12 &d2 #a5 13 £>d5 d6 14 c3 Be8 15 
£>xf6+ exf6 16 Ae3 &e5 17 Ad5 f5 
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18 h3 with a dismal position for Black, 
Kupreichik-Veremeichik, USSR 1976) 
I I...£>b4 12 £e2 Hd8 (or 12...d6 13 
$V14 £d7 14 Wd2 flfe8 15 £h6 ±) 13 
V\14 We 5 (13...d5 14 &db5 is ± ac¬ 
cording to Gufeld) 14 £tf3 We6 15 e5 
left White with the initiative in G.Kuz- 
min-Kapengut, USSR Ch (Baku) 1972. 
The continuation was 15...£>g4 16 
ftb5! £xe 5 17 h3 £>f6 18 Bel £>c6 19 
Afl &e8 20 £ixe5 &xe5 21 £h4 f6 
22 f4 g5 23 fxg5 d5 24 *hl £d7 25 
gxf6 exf6 26 Wd4 Wf7 27 fladl Af5 
28 Wf2 £e4 29 &c3 £g6 30 £b5 and 
Mack had too many weaknesses. 

2d) 10...e6!?is very interesting: 11 
14 (this doesn’t give White anything; 

I ,arry Evans mentions 11 &b5l? We 5 
12 f4 Wxe4 13 £>d6 We3+) 1 l...d5! 12 
cxd5 £>b4 13 Ae2 £ibxd5, Popovych- 
Altschuler, Continental Open 1991. 

3) 10 Jie2 will usually transpose 
into our main column after 10...d6 11 
14 but independent play is possible: 

10.. .d6(10...a611 £>d5&xd5 12exd5 
£c 5 13 £d4 Ah6 14 f4 &c4 15 Axc4 
Wxc4 16 Wei! ± Djura3evi6-Marsza- 
lck, Marianske Lazne 1962) 11 Wd2 
(II f3b6?! {ll...Ae6!? and ll...a6l? 
are better choices} 12 £M>5 Wb7 13 c4 
Jkd7 14 4&c 3 Sac8 15 Hcl ± Klovans- 
Kapengut) ll...£>e5 (11. ..£>g4!? and 

II _fi.d7 deserve consideration) 12 

jfch6 £>c4 13 £xc4 Wxc4 14 Axg7 
sfcxg7 15 f4 b6 16 e5! dxe5 17 fxe5 
^e8 18 Bf4 with dangerous attacking 
chances for White, Liublinsky-Shaba- 
nov, USSR 1961. 

10...d6 

Here Dzindzichashvili recommends 

10.. .b6!?. He feels that ...d7-d6 isn’t 
necessary since 11 e5 £te8 followed 
by ...d6 gives Black good play. 


11 i.e2 (D) 

After 11 &e2 White has spent two 
tempi moving his bishop from f 1 to e2 
(via c4) and Black has spent two tempi 
getting his queen from d8 to c7 (via 
a5). Thus we have a position from the 
Classical Dragon where Black has 
played ...Wc7 instead of the more 
usual ...iLe6, ...£&5 or ...a5. 

Though most people would tend to 
avoid ...Wc7 in an actual Classical 
Dragon, it is remarkably difficult for 
White to demonstrate any kind of ad¬ 
vantage. 

Other possibilities are: 

1) 11 *hl a6 (ll...b6!?) 12 a4 
£>a5 13 £>xa5 Wxa5 14 Wd3 £.d7 15 
f5 Sac8 16 fxg6 hxg6 17 £d4 Wh5 18 
h3 Sxc4! 19 Axf6 £xf6 20 Wxc4 
£xh3 21 *gl, Belov-Utiatsky, USSR 
1960, 21...jLe6 followed by ...d?g7 
and ...Sh8 gives Black very good play. 

2) 11 h3 £.d7 (ll...b6!7) 12 Ae2 
a5 13 a4 &b4 14 Af3 & c6 15 Bf2 
SM7 16 £>d4 Sad8 17 fld2 Hfe8 18 
We2 1 Timoshchenko-Andreev, USSR 
1973. 



Black can try four distinctly differ¬ 
ent ideas after 11 ±e2: 
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Cl: 

ll...a6 

72 

C2: 

ll...Ed8 

72 

C3: 

ll...a5 

74 

C4: 

ll...b6! 

77 


Rare but playable is ll...Ad7 12 
Wd2 (for those of you looking for 
something to ponder, we present the 
following oddity: 12 h3 £)a5 {Black 
didn’t have to do this, of course, but 
then we would not have been able to 
enjoy this game} 13 e5 £)e8 14 *hd5 
WdS 15 £>xa5 #xa5 16 £>xe7+ *h8 
17 exd6 Hd8 18 c4 £>xd6 19 Ad 4 £)f5 
20 Axg7+ *xg7 21 £>xf5+ Axf5 22 
181)3 V 2 -V 2 Bednarski-Liebert, Polanica 
Zdroj 1966) 12...£)a5 13 £>xa5 Wxa5 

14 Af3 Sfd8 15 Ad4 Ac6 16 Sadi e5 
17 Ae3 exf4 18 Axf4 Wb6+ 19 #e3 
Wxb2 20 Ag5 Se8 led to a black win 
in Heilemann-Napolitano, corr 1974. 

Cl) 

11.. .a6 

A rather unimportant move. 

12±f3 

White can also try 12 g4 (12 a4 
£ia5 12 £)xa5 1H/xa5 14 £f3 i.d7 15 
^hl Eac8 16 h3 Sc4 was Scholl-Sos- 
onko, Dutch Ch 1974) 12...b5 (12...h6!? 
13 Af3 b5 14 a3 £.e6 15 Sf2 Bac8 16 
Sg2 £>d7 17 f5 iLxb3 18 cxb3 ±xc3 
19 bxc3 £>ce5 20 Eel g5 21 h4 f6 22 
5h2 *g7 23 *g2 Wc6 24 *g3 £>c5 
was Novgorodski-Ad.Horvath, Buda¬ 
pest 1996; Black won in 62 moves) 13 
g5 £>d7 14 f5 &ce5 15 £ld5 tU8 16 
f6! exf6 17 gxf6 £)xf6 18 Ab6 1-0 
Staender-Schieweck, corr 1975. 

12.. .b513 Sf2 J.b714 £ld5! £>xd5 

15 exd5 516 jtd4 Sk417 Axgl ± 
Ghizdavu-Ribli, Bucharest 1971. 


C2) 

ll...Sd8!? (D) 



Very interesting! Black prepares to 
force through his ...d6-d5 advance in a 
tactical, brute-force manner. This line 
is perfect for those players who hun¬ 
ger for violence or are simply in a bad 
mood and want to take it out on the op¬ 
ponent. 

12 Af3 

A critical alternative is 12 g4 d5 13 
e5 d4 14 £>b5 #b6 15 Axd4 £>xd4 16 
£>5xd4 £kI5 17 VHd2 a5! (Levy claims 
that Black has insufficient play for the 
pawn; after 17...g5? he’s right: 18 fxg5 
Axe5 19 c3 a5 20 Ad3 a4 21 #el! 
Ag7 22 Wh4 axb3 23 lfxh7+ *f8 24 
Hxf7+! with a crushing attack; the 
continuation of Sergievsky-Zurakhov, 
USSR 1963 was 24...*xf7 25 Hfl+ 
*e8 26 Ab5+ #xb5 27 £>xb5 Ae6 28 
axb3 and Black could resign) 18 a4 g5 
19 fxg5 Axe5. Originally analysis by 
Boleslavsky, this extremely compli¬ 
cated position was handed an ‘un¬ 
clear’ label. A game was finally 
played from this point, and unclear 
still seems a fair appraisal: 20 Sf2 
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ftb4 21 c3 Ae6 22 #e3 ftc6 23 «h3 
Axb3 24 Ad3 Axd4 25 Wxh7+ *f8 

26 cxd4 «xd4 27 Wh5 *e8 28 Af5 e6 
29 Ac2 l r xf2+ 30 *xf2 Axc2 31 
#h8+ *d7 32 1T6 Sf8 V 2 -V 2 Fesz- 
ling-Schurer, corr 1981. 

Harmless is 12 Wei d5!, when 
Black is guaranteed good play. Hervir- 
Dubinin, corr 1989 was quite exciting: 
13 ftb5Wb8 14 e5 ftg415 Ad2 f6 16 
h3 fth6 17 c4 d4 18 Af3 fxe5 19 fxe5 
ftf5 20 Aa5 ftxa5 21 Wxa5 b6 22 
Wb4 Axe5! 23 Axa8? Ah2+ 24 *hl 
ftg3+ 25 *xh2 ftxfl+ 26 *gl Wh2+ 

27 *xf 1 Hf8+ 28 Af3 Hxf3+ 29 gxf3 
Axh3+ 30 *el Wgl+ 31 *d2 We3+ 
32 *dl Wxf3+ 33 *cl Wfl+ 34 *d2 
Wf4+ 35 *dl Ag4+ 36 *c2 Af5+ 37 
*dl Wf3+ 38 *cl Wfl+ 39 *d2 
Wd3+ 40 &el We3+ 41 *dl d3 0-1. 

After 12 Af3 Black must choose 
between: 

C2a: 12...£e6 73 

C2b: 12...e5 73 

The latter choice seems to be more 
in the spirit of 11...2d8. 

C2a) 

l2...Ae613 Sf2 

Not necessarily best. Two other 
possibilities are: 

1) 13 Hifd2?! jfc.c4 14 2fel and now 
instead of 14...d5?!, which favoured 
White after 15 e5 £>e4 16 &xe4 dxe4 
17 «T2 f5 18 exf6 exf6 19 £>d2 £>b4 
20 £>dxe4 f5 21 £>g5 in Kupreichik- 
Kotkov, USSR 1973, Black should play 

14.. .e5! with good chances. 

2) 13 £>d5 (a very sensible move) 

13.. Jtxd5 14 exd5 £>b4 15 c3 £>a6 16 
^hl £>c5 17 2el was good for White 


in N. Weinstein-Wilkerson, Las Vegas 
1974. 

13...£c4 

Levy recommends 13...a5! and 
stakes a claim for equality. 

14 5 Axd5 15 exd5 £>a5 16 

Ad4 £>e8 17 c3 t Ostoji6-Musil, 
Yugoslav Ch 1968. 


C2b) 

12...e5 (D) 



play. 

13 f5 


White got absolutely no advantage 
after 13 Hf2 Ae6 14 ftd5 Axd5 15 
exd5 exf4 16Axf4 fte5 17 Bel ftfd7 
in Prandstetter-Znamenaick, Prague 
1992. The conclusion of this game is 
worth noting: 18 c4 ftc5 19 ftxc5 
Wxc5 20 Wb3 ftxf3+ 21 Wxf3 Ad4 
22 Ae3 Axe3 23 Wxf7+ *h8 24 
Wf6+ V 2 -V 2 . 

13...d5! 14 ftbS Wb8 
Worse is 14...We7 15 Ac5 dxe4 16 
Axe7 Hxdl 17 Axdl ftxe7 18 fxg6 
hxg6 19 Ae2 followed by 20 Ac4, 
with an obvious advantage for White. 
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15 exd5 

It must be better to throw in 15 
fxg6. Black can’t take advantage of 
this move by 15...dxe4? because 16 
gxf7+ *h8 17 #cl exf3 18 Ah6 e4 19 
#g5 is much too strong, Kosenkov- 
Kubinin, corr 1977. 

That leaves 15...hxg6 16 exd5 Af5! 
(Black must avoid 16...e4? 17 dxc6! 
Bxdl 18 c7), when play is similar to 
the Dobrovolsky-Karlik game (main 
column) except that White would be a 
pawn to the good. However, even with 
the pawn deficit. Black would still re¬ 
tain an active game and good compen¬ 
sation. 

15.. .Axf5 

Don’t fall for 15...e4? 16 dxc6! 
Sxdl 17 c7. 

16 c4 

Dobrovolsky-Karlik, Karvina 1989. 
Now Black should play 16...a6!? (in¬ 
stead of 16...£>b4? 17 Ag5 h6 18 
Axf6 Axf6 19 Ag4 Axg4 20 Wxg4 
Ag7?? 21 Sxf7! *h7 22 £>c7 Bf8 23 
Hxf8 1-0) 17 £>c3 b5 18 cxb5 axb5 19 
We2 (19 Ag5 5M4! ¥) 19...£lb4!, 
when Langner (whose analysis we are 
following) claims a clear advantage 
for Black. 

C3) 

11.. .a5 (D) 

Once thought to be best, but the 
weak b5-square often comes back to 
haunt Black. 

12 a4 

Stopping the enemy a-pawn in its 
tracks and laying claim to the b5- 
square. Other moves have also been 
tried but they are clearly far less effec¬ 
tive: 



1) 12 £kI5 £>xd5 13 exd5 a4 gives 
Black good counterplay. 

2) 12 a3 a4 13 «M4 (13 £kI2!?, in¬ 
tending to bring the knight to c4 and 
perhaps b6, also deserves attention) 
and now: 

2a) ^...Wbb?, trying to play as in 
a similar Classical Dragon line, is bad 
because the moves ...a4 for Black and 
a3 for White are good for the first 
player: 14 e5! (also reasonable is 14 
fti3 £>g4 15 <2M5 Axd4 16 &xb6 
Axe 3+17 *fxe3 £>xe3 18 £>xa8 £>xfl 
19 Axfl Af5 20 exf5 Bxa8 21 fxg6 
hxg6 22 Bdl and White is a little bet¬ 
ter because the pawn on a4 can be¬ 
come weak) 14...dxe5 15 fxe5 £lxe5 
16 «tf5 We6 (16...#xb2?? 17 £>xe7+ 
18 Ad4 would lose for Black) 17 
£>xg7 *xg7 18 #d2 *g8 19 Bael 
5)c6 20 Ab5 and here Boleslavsky 
claimed that White was a little better 
while Levy claims that White stands 
much better; here’s a case where we 
will have to agree with Mr Levy. 

2b) 13...&xd4! 14 Axd4 e5 15 
fxe5 (15 Ae3 exf4 16 Axf4 {16 Bxf4 
Ah6 17 Bxf6 Axe3+ 18 *hl Ae6 
leads to a slight advantage for Black} 
16...Wb6+ 17 *hl Be8 gives Black 
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sufficient counterplay according to 
Levy) 15...dxe5 16Ae3 (16£>b5? We7 
17 JLc 3 #05+ 18 d?hl &xe4 gives 
Black a free pawn) 16.. JLe6 17 Wei 
£>d7 18 Sdl and now 18...Hfd8 is 
equal, while Levy gives 18...£)b6 with 
active play. 

3) 12 4&d2 (sensible; this knight 
heads for c4, where it tries to take ad¬ 
vantage of the hole on b6 created by 
...a7-a5) 12...Sb8?< (White has to be 
better after this but watch how Black 
fights back from a bad situation!) 13 
h3 Ml 14 a3 £id8 15 £>c4 M6 16 
£b6 Wc8 17 Ml b5 18 MbS bxc4 
19 ±a7 £>xe4 20 £d4 e5 21 £>xe4 
i.xe4 22 fxe5 dxe5 23 M3 Wc5+ 24 
<4>h2 £>e6 25 Wd2 Sd8 26 Wei £.xc2 
27 jLxa5 Sd5 28 2c 1 £>d4 29 #£2 
We7 30 i.b6 e4 31 ±xc4 2f5 32 We3 
2xfl 33 Jtxfl Wd6+ 34 *hl Wxb6 
35 2xc2 Wb8 (threatening ...5)f5) 36 
Wxe4 V 2 -V 2 Khasin-Baumbach, con- 
1972. 

4) 12 £)b5 Wd7 13 £>d2 £>g4 14 
iLxg4 Wxg4 15 c3 Wxdl 16 2axdl 
i.g4 17 2del Ml 18 a4 f5 19 2f2 
2f7 20 exf5 ±xf5 21 £>c4 2af8 22 
£>d4 i.xd4! 23 cxd4 £fo4 24 2d2 g5! 
25 g3 £«I3 26 2edl gxf4 27 ±xf4 
&xf4 28 gxf4 i.e4 29 2f2 2xf4 30 
2xf4 2xf4 31 £>xa5 M5 32 b3 2f3 
33 2bl 2d3 and Black went on to 
score a nice victory in Uitumen-Baum- 
bach, corr 1972. 

12...£>b4 (D) 

13 2f2! 

This move of Fischer’s gets the rook 
off the f l-a6 diagonal (so that after the 
black bishop plays to c4 White’s bishop 
can move to f3) and also defends the 
pawn on c2. Other plans are also im¬ 
portant: 



1) 13 2cl Ml 14 £>d4 Wc8 15 
Wei (15 h3 M6 16 M3 £>d7 17 
£kle2 &c5 18 b3 b6 19 f5 Wb7 led to 
an excellent position for Black in 
Heinrich-Mohaupt, corr 1972) 15...e5 
(15...d5?! 16 e5 £>e4 17 &cb5! £>c5 
18 Wdl £>e619 c3 &a6 20 f5 leads to a 
difficult position for Black, Szilagyi- 
Kotkov, Hungary 1964) 16 &db5 iLxb5 

17 i.xb5 (17 axb5 exf4 18 Axf4 2e8 
is a little better for Black) 17...exf4 

18 JLxf4 Wc5+ 19 *hl (19 M3 We5 
is equal according to Boleslavsky) 
19...£ih5 20 4.e3 and now 20...We5 is 
comfortable for Black, while Levy 
gives 20...jLd4. 

2) 13 5)d4!? Ml 14 £)db5 i.xb5 
15 i.xb5 2fd8 (15...5M7!?) 16 2f2 e5 
(better than 16...d5 17 e5 5)e4 18 
£>xe4 dxe4 19 We2 e6 20 c3 £>d3 21 
Sffl iLf8 22 ild4 ± Dubinin-Rittner, 
coir 1968; however, 16...£kT7!? comes 
into consideration) 17 fxe5 (17 f5 d5! 
is very nice for Black, while Boleslav¬ 
sky gives 17 Sd2 exf4 18 Jit.xf4 £lh5! 

19 Md6 Sxd6 20 Sxd6 &xc2 21 Bel 
£>e3 as being just a little better for 
Black) 17...dxe5 18 We2 intending 
Safi and jk.c4, when the pressure 
down the f-file and the two bishops 
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should guarantee White some advan¬ 
tage. 

3) 13 £f3 JLg4! (an excellent idea; 
in Zlotnik-Vaisman, Moscow 1964, 
Black did not play ...JLg4 but White 
found a way to get Black to do it with 
even greater effect: 13...^.d7 14 g4? 
.SLxg4! 15 J.xg4 £)xg4 16 #xg4 £}xc2 
17 We2 £\xal 18 Exal £xc3 19 Scl 
Wc6 20 &f2 #xa4 21 Exc3 Sac8 22 
Sh3 Ec4 and Black was on his way to 
victory) 14 Ef2 (bad is 14 Axg4?! 
£ixg4 15 Wxg4 jLxc3 16 bxc3 5)xc2 
17 &d4 £>xal 18 Exal e5 19 fxe5 
dxe5 20 lfg3, Makarychev-Zlotnik, 
USSR 1978, and now 20...Efe8 with 
the idea of ...Wc4 is strong for Black) 

14...Axf3 15 #xf3 Wc4 = - analysis 
by Razuvaev. 

13~.e5 

Other tries: 

1) 13...Ae6 14 £>d4 Ac4 15 ±f3 
Efd8 16 Ed2 Wc8 (or 16...#b8 17 b3 
Aa6 18 £>db5 jfc.xb5 19 £lxb5 ± Jansa- 
Petersen, Kapfenberg Echt 1970) 17 
5)db5 Q3d7 18 jLg4 (Boleslavsky rec¬ 
ommended 18 Ebl! with the idea of 
19 b3 or 19 £ld5) 18...f5! (18...i.xb5? 

19 axb5 f5 {also hopeless is 19..JLxc3 

20 bxc3 Wxc3 21 A.d4 Wc4 22 c3 e5 
23 cxb4 exd4 24 Exd4} 20 exf5 £lf6 

21 Af3 gxf5 22 £)a4! £>e4 23 c3 
£>xd2 24 Wxd2 £)a6 25 £>b6 Vb8 26 
£)xa8 1-0 Westerinen-Jansson, Fin¬ 
land 1969) 19 exf5 £rf6 20 Ab6 gxf5 
21 £xd8 #c5+ 22 *hl &xg4 with 
good compensation for the sacrificed 
material, A.Smith-Petersen, coir 1978. 

2) 13.. .$Ld7 14 iLf3J&.c6 with three 
games: 

2a) 15&d5iLxd516exd5l r c417 
Ed2 $3c4 18 c3 £)xd2 19 £xd2 Wd3 
20 J&.f2 £>xd5 21 Ae4 £>xc3 22 bxc3 


Wxc3 23 Eel Wf6 24 jLxb7 was better 
for White in Ermenkov-Popov, Sofia 
1989. 

2b) 15 *hl £kl7 16 h4 £)b6 17 
£.xb6 Wxb6 18 Sd2 We3 19 f5 gxf5 
20 exf5 1T4 21 £>d4 Wxh4+ and 
Black won quickly in Pineiro-P.Gar¬ 
cia, corr 1987. 

2c) 15 Sd2! (putting an end to 
Black’s dreams of a ...d6-d5 advance) 

15...£>d7 16 14 £lc5 17 £lcb5! Wc8 

18 c3 4)ba6 19 »c2 lk8 (with the 
idea of 20...S)xa4!?) 20 b3 f5?! 21 
exf5 i.xf3 22 gxf3! gxf5 23 Eg2! 
*h8! 24 5)xf5 &f6 25 £ih6! #h5 
(25...Ag7 26 JLd4! e5 27 £ixd6 #h5 
28 Exg7 *xg7 29 £ktf5+) 26 f5! 
*xf3 27 Sg3 We4 28 #xe4 &xe4 29 
Eg4! d5 30 Sa2!, and the threat of 
Sag2, Sg8+, and 5)f7# gives White a 
winning position, Heemsoth-Baum- 
bach, corr 1982. 

14 £f3 JLd715 Sd2 Sfd816 4>hl 
ilc617 Wgl! 

Forcing Black to deal with the b6- 
square. 

17...£>d7 18 f5 (D) 



This position first arose in Fischer- 
F.Olafsson, Bled 1961. Most sources 
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say that White has a clear advantage; 
recent practice has confirmed this as¬ 
sessment: 

1) 18...b6 19 Sadi £>xc2 20 Sxc2 
Jkxa4 21 £>al ±xc2 22 £>xc2 b5 23 
#f2 Sdc8 24 £>el b4 25 £>d5 «U8 26 
g4 Sab8 27 g5 Bc4 28 b3 Bcc8 29 
£g4 Sc6 30 S)d3 Sb5 31 f6 Af8 32 
&xd7 l r xd7 33 £>xe5 1-0 Van den 
Bosch-Druon, corr 1975. 

2) 18...£>c5 is Black’s most com¬ 
mon move. White has tried: 

2a) 19 £>b5 #e7 20 £>xc5 Axb5 
21 axb5 dxc5 22 ±xc5 We8 23 Hxd8 
Bxd8 24 c3 £>d3 25 Bxa5 £>xb2 26 
fxg6 fxg6 27 Jk.e2 led to a win for 
White in Hunoldt-Flechsig, corr 1989. 

2b) 19 £ixc5 dxc5 20 Bxd8+ Wxd8 
21 Sdl We8 22 &xc5 £ixc2 gives 
Black sufficient chances according to 
Boleslavsky. 

2c) 19 Sadi b6 20 £>b5 We7 21 
5)xd6 5)xa4 22 fxg6 hxg6 23 $Lxb6 
Sdb8 24 Jic5 £>xc2 25 ®c8 We6 26 
Sd8+ 4>h7 27 Bld6 Wxb3 28 Wf2 
Sxc8 29 Wh4+ JLh6 30 Bxg6 fxg6 31 
&f8 Wf7 32 Wxh6+ *g8 33 i.g7+ 
We8 34 Sxe8+ Bxe8 35 Wxg6 1-0 
Griiner-Berger, E. German corr Ch 
1972. 

C4) 

ll...b6! (D) 

Black intends to put pressure on the 
white e4-pawn by ..JLb7 and then 
play his knight to a5. If White takes 
this knight. Black will have fine play 
in the form of open lines on the queen- 
side. In that case, White must play for 
a quick kingside attack and avoid an 
exchange of queens, which would give 
Black excellent winning chances in 


the endgame. The doubled a-pawns are 
useful as they act as battering rams; if 
White plays t>3 Black can answer ...a4. 

If White doesn’t take the knight on 
a5 it will find a nice home on c4. 



After 11...b6 White’s best choices 
are: 

C4a: 12 g4 78 

C4b: 12 &f3 79 

Other ideas are not as threatening: 

1) 12 *hl £b7 13 Af3 £>a5 14 
£>xa5 bxa5 15 a4 is an interesting 
idea. White hopes to clamp down on 
the queenside before proceeding with 
his usual kingside plans. Britton-Sil- 
man, England 1978 continued 15..JLc6 
16 *fd3 (16 «U2 £>d7 17 Uadi llfd8 
18 b3 a6 19 £>e2?! Hac8 20 £d4 £a8 
21 Jkxg7 < 4 > xg7 22 c4 *hc5 23 £ig3 
m>8 and the weakness of b3 gave 
Black a clear advantage in Breider- 
Silman, New York 1991) 16...5M7 17 
Uadi £fo6 18 b3 Hac8 19 £te2 Ab7 20 
c4 £ki7 (Black now intends 21...£k;5 
with pressure against e4 and b3) 21 
e5? (hoping to take advantage of the 
pin on the d-file; unfortunately. White 
has missed a tactical trick) 21.. Jbtf3 
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22 gxf3 (22 exd6? Axe2 wins for 
Black, while the natural 22 Hxf3 is 
met by 22...dxe5! 23 Wxd7? Sfd8!, 
etc.; hence White must play the ugly 
text-move) 22...fcc5 23 exd6 exd6 24 
Wxd6 fcxb3 25 Wxc7 Hxc7 26 Obi 
®c5 27 XLb5 fcxa4 28 Hxa5 Hxc4 29 
*g2 He8 30 *f2 Af6 31 fldl fcb2! 
32 Sd7 Ah4+ 33 fcg3 22c2+ 34 Ad2 
fcc4 35 Had5 fcb6 0-1. The busy knight 
bags a rook! 

2) 12 Wd2 Ab7 13 fcd5!? fcxd5 
14 exd5 fca5 15 fcxa5 bxa5 16 c4, Lit- 
vinov-Roizman, Minsk 1973, and now 

16.. .e6! has been called equal by some 
commentators. After 17 Had Ofe8! 
Black will be able to generate counter- 
play on the soon-to-be-opened e-file. 

C4a) 

12 g4 

The sharpest move. However, if 
Black doesn’t panic then things should 
turn out well for him. 

12—Ab7 

Calmly completing his develop¬ 
ment. Illogical is 12...fce8?! 13 Wd2 
Ab7 14 g5 fca5 15 fcd5l? (perhaps 
this is premature), Osnos-Sakharov, 
USSR 1967. Now Black had to play 

15.. .Axd5 16 Wxd5 (16 exd5 Axb2 =F) 

16.. .Wxc2! with unclear complications. 

13 g5 

13 Af3 fca5! is good for Black, who, 
if White plays fcd5, would prefer to 
take on d5 with his bishop rather than 
his knight. 

Also lame is 13 Wd2?! fca5 14 
fcxa5 bxa5 15 Af3 Ac6 (this prevents 
White from playing fcb5, and in some 
lines Black may play ...Wb7, threaten¬ 
ing both white pawns on b2 and e4) 16 


Sabi Sab8 17 b3 Sfc8, when Black 
was clearly better in K.Nelson-Silman, 
USA 1975. 

13.. .fcd7 14 fcd5 

Too slow is 14 Hf2?! Hfe8 15 h4 
fca5 16 fcd4 a6 17 fcd5 Wc8 18 f5 
Axd5 19 exd5 fcc4 20 Acl b5 21 h5 
Wc5 22 fcb3 Wa7 23 hxg6 fxg6 with a 
slight advantage for Black, Ma.Tseit- 
lin-T.Georgadze, Barnaul 1969. 

14.. .Wd8 (D) 



This position may look good for 
White on the surface but a deeper ex¬ 
amination tells quite a different story: 
White has over-reached and will have 
real trouble holding his own. 

15 Sbl 

This move is a recommendation of 
Korchnoi’s. Other ideas give Black at 
least equality: 

1) 15 f5?! has met three different 
answers: 

la) 15...Se8? 16 f6! exf6 (perhaps 
it’s better to try 16...e6 17 fxg7 exd5 
18 Wxd5 fcde5 19 Oadl ±) 17 gxf6 
Af8 18 Wd2! ± Bednarski-T.Geor- 
gadze, Tbilisi 1971. 

lb) 15...fcce5!? 16 c4?! (both 16 
fcd4 and 16 Wei are preferable to 
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this) 16...£[e8 17 Bel e6! 18 fxe6 fxe6 
19 4Dc3 5lc5 + Kristiansson-Toran, 
Lugano 1968. 

lc) 15...Axb2! 16Sbl Ae5 17 Wei 
e6 18 #h4 exd5 19 f6, Ma.Tseitlin- 
T.Georgadze, 19...dxe4! 20 Ag4 (20 
#h6 5)xf6 is also bad for White) 

20...4’h8 is winning for Black. 

2) 15 5)d4 e6! (the prelude to a 
forced series of exchanges that Silman 
and John Grefe discovered in late 
1973) 16 &c3 £>xd4 17 Axd4 e5! 18 
Ae3 (not 18 fxe5 #xg5+) 18...exf419 
Axf4 Axc3! 20 bxc3 £»c5 21 #xd6 
£>xe4 22 #xd8 Saxd8 23 Af3 &c5 
and Black’s superior pawn structure 
gave him a clear plus in both Saver- 
eide-Silman, USA 1974 and P.Smith- 
Silman, USA 1974. 

15.. .£>c5 

Baumbach’s move. Also deserving 
serious consideration is 15...e6!? 16 
5)c3 Axc3! 17 bxc3 5)e7!. This series 
of strange moves (one of Silman’s old 
discoveries) gives Black good chances. 
Now 18 #xd6 JLxe4 19 Sbdl £>f5 is 
great for Black. Also 18 Ad3 (or 18 
Af3) 18...d5! will give Black control 
over his f5-square. Finally 18 f5 exf5 
19 Wxd6 Axe4 20 Bbdl £>c5 also 
seems quite adequate for Black. 

16 Af3 e6 17 £>c3 Wei 18 Wd2 
Sfd8 19 Bbdl 

Or 19 Bbel Bac8 20 h4 &a5 21 
&xa5 bxa5 22 Wgl Ac6 23 Axc5 
Axc3 24 bxc3 dxc5 = Moller-Baum- 
bach, corr 1986. 

19.. .£)a5 20 &xa5 bxa5 21 #g2 

Also possible is 21 Ad4 Axd4+ 22 

#xd4 e5 23 #d2 exf4 24 #xf4, when 
Van der Tak gives 24...5)e6 =, and 
Baumbach gives 24...Sac8. 

21.. .Bac8 22 Ad2 


22 Ad4 is equal according to Van 
der Tak. 

22.. .Ac6 23 Bdel 

Baumbach claims that 23 flfel is 
better. 

23.. .#b7 

Zagorovsky-Baumbach, corr 1986. 
Black has taken over the initiative. 
The conclusion was 24 b3 Wb6 25 
#12 (bad is 25 *hl?! Axc3 26 Axc3 
&xe4) 25...d5! 26 exd5 exd5 (Black 
now has a clear advantage) 27 fte2 
Ab5! 28 Bel Axe2! 29 Axe2 0*4 30 
#xb6 axb6 31 Ae3 d4 32 Af2£>c333 
Ag4 Bc7 34 Sal £td5 35 Sfdl Sxc2 
36 f5 £lf4 37 *fl gxf5 38 Axf5 Sb2! 
39 Bdcl d3! 40 Bdl Ad4 0-1. 


C4b) 

12 Af3 (D) 



The most common reply to Black’s 
system. 

12...Ab7 

The illogical 12...£a6?! 13 Sf2 
Hab8 14 S)d5 £>xd5 15 exd5 £>a5 16 
Ad4 leads to a clear advantage for 
White, Jansa-Toran, Siegen OL 1970. 
13£>d5 
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White can also consider: 

1) 13 #d2!? (theory feels that this 
is one of White’s very best plans - he 
intends to torment Black with threats 
of e4-e5; however, we can’t believe 
that this idea should be a real problem 
for Black) 13...£la5 14 £>xa5 bxa5 15 
Hadl. Now 15...3M7 is met by 16 e5 
so Black should play 15...flfd8! 16 
Wf2 £ki7, when 17 Axa7? Aa6 is an¬ 
noying and 17 £>b5? ^4 is also nice 
for Black. 

2) 13 g4 fodl (13...£>a5!? seems 
sensible) 14 Wd2 Hac8 15 Hadl £>c5 
16 #f2 Axc3 17 bxc3 £ia4, Mysli- 
wiec-Pahtz, East Germany 1977. In 
this battle of White’s hopelessly weak 
queenside vs Black’s vulnerable king 
position, we prefer Black. 

3) 13 Af2 HfeS (13...£>a5! seems 
better) 14 Wd2 Had8 15 &d5 WcS 16 
Ah4 17 c3 £>bd7 18 Hadl e6 19 
£>xf6+ Axf6 20 Wf2, Dementiev- 
Kapengut, USSR 1975, and now Kap- 
engut gives 20...Aa6 21 flfel Axh4 
22 #xh4 £k:5 as equal. 

4) 13 £>b5?! «c8 14 c4 £>b4 15 
£>d2 5M7 16 a3 (or 16 Hbl a6 17 £\c3 
Axc3! 18 bxc3 £>d3 19 !fe2 £>3c5 
with equality, Klovans-Litvinov, USSR 
1979) 16...£>c6 17 Hbl a6 18 &c3 
£>d4 and Black has the superior posi¬ 
tion, Mukhin-Baumbach, Primorsko 
1973. 

5) 13 Sf2 £ia5 14 £>xa5 bxa5 15 
Ad4 £>d7 16 £>d5 Axd5 17 exd5 
Axd4 18 Wxd4 Wc5 19 Hdl Hab8 20 
c3 Hb7!, Hammie-Silman, USA 1975. 
Black has achieved his dream posi¬ 
tion: he will force White to advance 
his b-pawn to b3 and then he will train 
his sights on the c-pawn and force it to 
advance also (to c4). When this is 


done, he will once again double rooks 
on the b-file and play ...£>c5 and 
...a5-a4, disrupting White’s chain of 
pawns. 

13...£ixd5 14 exd5 £>a5 (D) 



15 £>xa5 

IM Elliott Winslow has always fa¬ 
voured 15 Ad4. The game Winslow- 
Rind, Philadelphia 1977 demonstrates 
some of White’s attacking potential: 15 
Ad4 Axd4+?! 16 £>xd4 S)c4 17 tfcl 
b5 (and not 17...Wc5 18 c3 Axd5?? 19 
b4) 18 *hl a619 f5 £>e5 20 Hi6 #c4 
21 Hadl £>xf3 22 f6! exf6 23 £>f5! 
gxf5 24 gxf3 Axd5 25 Hgl+ #g4 26 
Hxg4+ fxg4 27 Hxd5 and White easily 
won. 

Black does much better to answer 
15 Ad4 with 15...Hfc8 (Winslow rec¬ 
ommends 15...£>xb3 16 axb3 Axd4+ 

17 #xd4 Hfc5) 16 c3 £>xb3 17 axb3 
Axd4+ 18 Wxd4 Wc5 with good draw¬ 
ing chances according to Baumbach 
and Schwarz. 

15...bxa5 16 Ad4 

Black is also fine after 16 c3 Wc4 
(another way is 16...Aa6 17 Hf2 Hab8 

18 Ad4 Axd4 19 Wxd4 lfb6 20 Hdl 
HfcS 21 Ae2 Axe2 22 Hxe2 Hc4 = 
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Lundqvist-Baumbach, corr 1976) 17 
Wb3 $La6 = Vasiukov-T.Georgadze, 
USSR 1973. 

16...i.xd4+ 17 Wxd4 Wb6 

Zhidkov-Roizman, USSR 1973. The 
ending is comfortably equal for Black. 


D) 

9 Ab3 (D) 



White keeps his bishop on its nice 
diagonal and retains the option of two 
very different plans: either a quick 
and positional pressure along the 
opened e-file, or else f2-f4 and a slow 
kingside build-up. 

9...d6 

By far the most sensible move. How¬ 
ever, on occasion Black will desire 
Home thing different and venture into 
(he world of the unexplored: 

l) 9...£>g4 10 Wxg4 £>xd4 11 
Jud4?! (the simple 11 Wdl is best; 
then 11 ...£lxb3 12 axb3 is quite poor for 
Black, so Black should play ll...£)c6 
1) ll...£xd4 12 £kI5 Wd8? (Black 
rould have secured equality with the 
Hiiperior 12...e6! 13 c3 Jig! 14 £>e7+ 
lh8 15 Sadi Wc7) 13 c3 Ag7 14 f4 


d615 Wh4 e616 £>e7+ *h8 17 f5! led 
to a strong attack for White in I.Zait- 
sev-Pavlovichev, USSR Central Chess 
Club Ch 1965: 17...g5 18 Wxg5 f6 19 
£>g6+ hxg6 20 Wh4+ *g8 21 fxg6 
Se8 22 Wh7+ *f8 23 Sf3 with over¬ 
whelming threats. 

2) 9...b5?l 10®ki5!Wd8 11 £>xf6+ 
£.xf6 12 f4 ±bl 13 e5 £>xd4 14 £xd4 
.&g7, Mini6-Forintos, Pula 1971, and 
now 15 f5 is very strong, intending to 
push on to f6. 

10 h3 

Keeping Black’s pieces out of g4 (10 
f4? 5}g4!). White’s other two choices 
are also seen on occasion: 

1) 10 f3 is solid but passive and 
should give White no chances of an 
advantage: 

la) 10...£>xd4 11 £xd4 £e6 12 

£)d5 (12 Wd2 Sfc8 13 Sfdl £>d7 14 
£xg7 *xg7 15 Wd4+ £rf6 16 h3 Wc5 
= Damjanovi6-Gufeld, Sarajevo 1964) 

12..JLxd5 13 exd5 14 Axg7 *xg7 

15 Wd4+ f6 16 *hl Wb6 17 We4 Sf7 
18 f4 £ta5 19 We3 a5 with a slight ad¬ 
vantage for Black, Pope-Silman, San 
Francisco 1974. 

lb) Also good is 10..JLd7 11 Wd2 
(11 Wei 5ac8 12 Sdl £Lfd8 is equal, 
Spassky-Gurgenidze, USSR Ch (Len¬ 
ingrad) 1960) ll...Hfc8 12 Uadi Wa6 
(12...flab8 13 Wf2 a6 14 £>de2 b5 15 
&f4 Wd8 16 £kd5 £>xd5 17 £\xd5 
£e6 18 f4 £xd5 19 &xd5 e6 20 £b3 
£>a5 21 f5 £>xb3 22 cxb3 exf5 23 exf5 
Ae5 24 £d4 Wf6 25 fxg6 Wxf2+ 26 
Sxf2 hxg6 27 £xe5 dxe5 28 He2 Se8 
29 Sd5 e4 30 Hd4 f5 31 Hd6 <±>f7 32 
Hxa6 V 2 -V 2 Sax-Andersson, Szirak (4) 
1990) 13 lff2 4fte5 14 &d5 &xd5 15 
&xd5 GSc4 = Kosenkov-Osnos, USSR 
1964. 
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2) 10 5M5!?(D) is a promising al¬ 
ternative to 10 h3. We will look at four 
replies: 



2a) 10...®xe4? simply drops a pawn 
after 11 £>xc6 bxc6 12 £>xe7+ 4>h8 13 
5ixc6. 

2b) 10...lTd8 (too passive) 11 f3 
(also reasonable is 11 ®xf6+ Axf6 12 
f4 ±) ll...^a5 12 #d2 £>xb3 13 axb3 
Ad7 14 c3 a6 15 b4 Be8 16 Bfdl £>xd5 
17 exd5 Bc8 18 &b3 e5 19 dxe6 Hxe6 
20 JLd4 and the weak pawn on d6 
gives White a considerable advantage, 
Suetin-T.Georgadze, Lublin 1976. 

2c) 10...^xd5 (in the previous edi¬ 
tion we felt this was best, but now we 
think that White can get an edge with 
correct play) 11 exd5 12 c4!? (in¬ 
teresting, but 12 h3! transposes into 
the favourable section B1 of this chap¬ 
ter) 12...&g4 13 Ad2 #c5 14 Ac3 
£>e5 15 Bel (15 #e2? Ag4! 16 f3 
5)xf3+) 15...&xc4 16 Ax c4 *xc4 17 
£te6!? (17 ^c6!? Axc3 18 Bxc3 Wh4 
19 g3 Wg5 20 h4 Vf6 21 Bf3 #xb2 22 
ftxe7+ *g7 23 Vcl! gives White 
strong compensation for the pawn ac¬ 
cording to G.Taylor) 17...Axe6 18 
Axg7 Ifxd5 19 Axf8 #xdl 20 Bfxdl 


*xf8 21 Bc7 Bb8! 22 b4 <4>e8 23 f4?l 
(according to G.Taylor, 23 a4, pre¬ 
venting Black’s plan of ...b5 and 
...Ac4, is preferable) 23...<i?d8 24 Bc3 
b5 25 Sdcl Bb7 (avoiding 25...&c4 
due to 26 g4! with the idea of Bh3) 26 
a3 h5! 27 *f2 Ac4 28 Bgl d5! 29 
<4>e3 Bb6 30 *d4 Bf6 31 g3 *d7 T 
Patterson-G.Taylor, Canadian Open 
1990. 

2d) 10...Be8 is probably Black’s 
best reply. Theory usually claims that 
11 f3 Ad7 12 c3 is ± but we can’t ac¬ 
cept that such a passive set-up will 
prove threatening to Black. In Estrin- 
Baumbach, corr 1972, White tried 11 
Ad2 #d8 12 &b5 £>xd5? (the simple 
12...Bb8 13 Bel a6 14 &bc3 b5 gives 
Black adequate play) 13 exd5 &a5 14 
&c3 Ad7 15 £>d4? (White is better af¬ 
ter 15 Axg7 *xg7 16 &d4) 15...»c7 
16 h4 «c5 17 «fd3 &xb3 18 axb3 a5 
(the immediate 18...®xd5 is met by 19 
Ba5) 19 Bxa5 Bxa5 20 b4 #xd5 21 
bxa5 «fh5 22 lfe4 d5 23 »£3 Ag4 24 
#g3 e5 and Black’s advantage is obvi¬ 
ous. 

Now we return to the main line after 
10 h3 (D): 
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10..JU7 

Clearly the correct square for the 
bishop. This move supports an even¬ 
tual ...b7-b5 advance, connects the 
rooks and prepares to pressure the white 
pawn on e4 with... Ac6 at some point. 

Three rare alternatives are: 

1) 10...£>xd4 11 Axd4 Ae6 (1 l...b5 
12 Axf6 Axf6 13 £>d5 Axb2 14 
£>xe7+ *g7 15 Bbl Wc3 {better is 

15.. .Ae5 16f4l r b6+} 161^6 led to 
a clear plus for White in Parma-Pirc, 
Beverwijk 1963) 12 f4 a613 Wf3 Wh5 
14 Wf2 Sac 8 15 Sael Ac4 16 e5 dxe5 
17 Sxe5, Tal-Stefanov, Kislovodsk 
1966. White will win a pawn since 

17.. . 1 1 r h6 18 Axc4 Sxc419 Sxe7 £lg4? 
fails to 20 iLxg7. 

2) 10...£ih5!? 114M5 (or 11 £>de2 
Jle6 12 g4 5)f6, Ciocaltea-Bilek, Bu¬ 
charest 1968; now 13 £lf4 is slightly 
better for White) ll...'td8 12 £>f5 
gxf5 13 Wxh5 e6 (deserving serious 
attention is 13...fxe4, when 14 Ah6 
can be met by 14... Axh615 Wxltf Af5 
16 £>f4 4?h8 17 £>h5 Bg8 18 Axf7 
Wf8!) 14 &c3 fxe4 15 &xe4 d5 16 
Sadi f517 £lg5 h618 c4!? leads to un¬ 
clear complications, Griinfeld-Kagan, 
Tel-Aviv 1986. 

3) 10...1 f h5!?llf r xh5?!(ll£ld5 
Wxdl 12 Saxdl £sxd4 13 Axd4 £ixd5 
14 exd5 JLd7 15 Bfel Sfe8 is equal 
but Gufeld claims a clear advantage 
for White with 11 Wd2! Ad712 £ide2; 
naturally, this untested assessment is 
still very much open to question) 

11.. .6xh5 12 Sadi £>xd4 13 Axd4 
£if4 14 Bfel Ae6 15 £kl5 Axd5 16 
exd5 Af6 V 2 -V 2 Jonasson-Frey, Reyk¬ 
javik 1982. 

Returning to the position after 

10.. .Ad7 (D): 



White must choose between: 

Dl: 11 Bel 84 

D2: 11 f4 88 


Inferior tries are: 

1) Il£kle2?!b512a3£ie513£>d5 
&xd5 14 exd5 £lc4 15 Axc4 bxc4 16 
Bbl Bab8 and Black already had a 
significant advantage in Villanueva- 
Silman, North American Open 1991. 

2) 11 tti3 Bac8 12 £)d5? (12 f4 
£>b4 13 Ve2 £a6 14 Wf3 £>c5 15 
Badl £ixb3 16&xb3 =) 12...£>xd5 13 
exd5 &xd4 14 Axd4 Af5 15 We3 
Axd4 16 l r xd4 jLxc2 17 Bfel Bfe8 
18 Bad Axb3 19 axb3 a6 led to an 
unfortunate situation for White in 
Baczynski-Donaldson, New York 1982. 

3) 11 SM5 £lxe4 12 £ixc6 bxc6 13 
£ixe7+ ^8 14 iLd4 Bae8! (a big im¬ 
provement over 14...5ld2 15 ilxg7+ 
*xg7 16 Bel £>xb3 17 axb3 Wc5 18 
Wd2! a5 19 Ba4 d5 20 Bh4 h5 21 
Bxh5 Bh8 22 Bhe5 f6 23 &xg6 *xg6 
24 Be7 Wd6 25 Wd3+ Af5 26 «T3 
Sh4 27 g4 ±d7 28 *^3+ f5 29 gxf5+ 
*f6 30 Ble6+ Axe6 31 Bxe6+ «xe6 
32 fxe6 Bg8+ 33 $h2 and White went 
on to win in Bachler-Szpisjak, corr 
1991) 15 Bel f5 16 Axg7+ (16 f3 has 
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to be tried) 16... < 4?xg7 17 Wd4+ We5 
18 Wxe5+ dxe5 19 f3 *hc5 20 Sxe5 
£>xb3 21 axb3 Sf7 22 £lxf5+ gxf5 23 
Bc5 Be2! 24 fixa7 2d2! 23 *fl *f6 
26 b4 Be7 and Black won in 44 moves 
in Lagua-Silman, Pasadena 1992. 

4) 11 Wei Wh5 12 Bdl Qa5 13 
£ld5 £)xb3 14 <&xb3 ±b5 15 £>xf6+ 
Axf6 16 Sd5 We2 and Black is 
slightly better, Nisipeanu-V.Georgiev, 
Balkaniad jr 1993. 


D1) 

11 Bel (D) 



White foregoes any wild excursions 
on the kingside and instead aims for 
central play. After 11 Bel Black has 
tried several different moves, though 
only two have any real following. 
Thus we will concentrate on: 

Dla: ll...Sac8 83 
Dlb: ll.J2fe8(!) 86 

Most of the other moves have turned 
out very nicely for White: 

1) ll...Wh5 12 Wd2 b5 13 £lxc6 
$Lxc6 14 5)d5 Bfe8? (taking on dS is 
obligatory) 15 £)xe7+ Bxe7 16 Wxd6 


Sae8 17 Wxc6 and Black was busted 
in Mariasin-Kapengut, USSR 1983. 

2) 11 ...Bfc8 and now White has: 

2a) 12 f4 Wh5?! 13 £)f3 Bd8 14 

We2 e6 15 Sadi £e8 16 Wfl Wa5 17 
Bd2 b5 18 a3 b419 axb4 Wxb4 20 f5! ± 
Pietzsch-Damjanovifi, Sarajevo 1966. 

2b) 12 £)d5 Wd8 13 £lxc6 bxc6 14 
£>xf6+ JLxf6 15 c3 c5 16 Ac4 Bab8 
with equality, Khalifman-Andrianov, 
Budapest 1989. 

2c) 12 We2 Wc7 13 Sadi £la5 14 
f4 £>xb3 15 axb3 J&.c6 16 £)xc6 Wxc6 
17 Wd3 b5 18 e5! ± Lanka-Kivlan, 
USSR 1978. 

3) ll...Sad8 12 Wd3! (Black gets 
good play after 12 We2 £)xd4 13 
Axd4 jLc6 14 Sadi e5! since ...d6-d5 
will follow) 12...Sfe8 (or 12...£le5 13 
We2!, when after f2-f4 the knight will 
have to return home) 13 Sadi £)xd4 
14 £xd4 &c6 15 Wf3 b5 16 a3 Sb8 
17 S)d5 £.xd5 18 exd5 Wc7 19 Se3 
&d7 20 Jixg7 <±>xg7 21 c3 a5 22 Sd4! 
± Klovans-Veremeichik, USSR 1979. 

4) ll...Sab8 12 f4 (12 We2 or 12 
Wd3 seems more in the spirit of the 11 
Sel variation) 12...£lxd4 13 Wxd4 
£>h5 14 Wxa7 ±xc3 15 bxc3 Wxc3 16 
Sadi JLc6 17 Wd4 Wxd4 18 Bxd4 e5 
19 Sxd6 exf4 20 ±cl Bfe8 21 e5 
Sbd8 22 i.a3 Sxd6 23 £.xd6 ± Griin- 
feld-Kagan, Randers Z 1982. 

5) 1 l...£>xd4 12 i.xd4 £c6 13 £*15 
Axd5 (13...e5 14 £c3 Wd8 15 Wd2 
jLxd5 16 jLxd5 43x05 17 Wxd5 is also 
very much in White’s favour, Todoro- 
vi£-Kunovac, Zlatibor 1989) 14 exd5 
Bfe8 15 c3 (15 Wf3 43d7 16 Axg7 
*xg7 17 Be3 £>c5 18 Bael £sxb3 19 
axb3 Bac8 20 ttdl Bc7 21 c3 is also 
miserable for Black, Siguijonsson- 
Bokhosian, Tbilisi 1974) 15...a6 16 
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Wd3 £ki7 17 Axg7 *xg7 18 Be3 ± 
Lanka-Lehmann, Plovdiv 1985. This 
is the type of position White envi¬ 
sioned when he played 11 Bel. 

6) ll...b5!? turned out surprisingly 
well in Patterson-G.Taylor, Toronto 
1995 after 12 £k!5 £ixd5 13 exd5 £te5 
14 Ag5 Bfe8 15 c3 Hac8 16 f4 £>c4 
17 &xc4 bxc4 18 Axel #xd5. The 
continuation was quite interesting: 19 
<4?hl Axh3 20£>f3 *b7 21 Wxd6Bc6 
22 «U2 Sxe7 23 Wd8+ Af8 24 Bxe7 
«xb2 25 gxh3 Wxal+ 26 *g2 Wxa2+ 
and Black is obviously better but 
White eventually managed to hold the 
draw. 


Dla) 

ll...Sac8 (D) 



This used to be Black’s main de¬ 
fence against 11 Bel before ll...Bfe8! 
became popular. 

121M3 

It’s not clear what White’s best 12th 
move is. The alternatives deserve seri¬ 
ous consideration: 

1) 12 We2 (Black has never dem¬ 
onstrated a clear equalizing method 


against this move) 12...£txd4 (after 

12.. .£>xe4? 13 &xc6! Axc6 14 £>xe4 
Axb2 (grabbing whatever he can; 
Black finally notices that 14.. Jtxe4 

15 Ad2 costs him a piece} 15 Sabi 
Agl 16 Ad2 Black is lost, Siguijons- 
son-L.Garcia, Bogota 1978) 13 Axd4 
Ac6 14 Sadi Sfe8?! (14...b5!?) 15 
We3! b6 (15...£>d7 16 £>d5 Axd5 17 
exd5 £>c5 18 Axgl *xg7 19 Wd4+ 
*g8 20 Se2 b5 21 c3 Sc7 22 Sdel led 
to a typical advantage for White in 
H.Olafsson-Kagan, Randers Z 1982) 

16 £ki5 &xd5 17 exd5 Abl 18 c3 Bc7 
19 $Lxg7 < S?xg7 20 Sd4!, Lanka- 
Veremeichik, USSR 1979. Black has 
nothing but suffering to look forward 
to. 

2) 12 £>d5 #d8 (trying to avoid 
the joyless positions that arise after 

12.. .5fe8 13 Ad2 (in his tapes, Dzin- 
dzichashvili mentions 13 f3? £>xd5 

14 exd5 £xd4 15 Axd4 Wxel+I 16 
Wxel Axd4+ 17 *hl Axb2 18 Sbl 
Ac3 19 We2 b5 with advantage to 
Black} 13...Wc514&f3£>xd5 15exd5 
£>a5 16 Ae3 Wc7 17 c3 b5 18 Ad4 ± 
L.Bronstein-Kagan, Rio de Janeiro IZ 
1979) 13 £>b5 &xd5 (13...&xe4? 
loses to 14 &xa7 £>xa7 15 Ab6 #e8 
16 JLxa7; in Vasiukov-Roizman, Mos¬ 
cow 1972, Black tried 13...#a5 but af¬ 
ter 14 a4! Ae6 {14...£ixe4 loses to 15 
£>xa7 £>xa7 16 Ab6 Wa6 17 Bxe4} 

15 Ag5 Axd5 16 exd5 *be5 17 Ad2 
«fa6 18 We2 Bfe8 19 Ae3 b6 20 a5 
White was having a wonderful time) 
14 exd5 15 £id4 (after 15 £>xa7 
Ba8, both 16 c4 Axb2 17 Sbl Ag7 
and 16 c3 b6 17 £>c6 5^xc6 18 dxc6 
Axc6 are in Black’s favour) 15...b5 16 
c3 Be8 17 Wd2 (17 £>c2 *fc7 18 Ad4 
Ah6 ± Hennings-Kapengut, Lublin 
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1973) 17...&C4 18i.xc4Hxc4 19 ^c2 
#a8 (19...a5 20 Ad4 b4 21 £xg7 
*xg7 22 cxb4 »c7 23 He2 Hc8 24 
£la3 £Lcl+ is a recommendation of 
T.Georgadze’s that fails to 25 Hxcl 
»xcl+ 26 Wxcl Hxcl+ 27 *h2 axb4 
28 £>c2 Ab5 29 Hd2 and White will 
win a pawn) 20 Ag5 Jif8 21 Sadi Sc5 
22 £e3 Hc7 23 £h6 &f5! 24 £xf8 
(24 *hb4 a5 25 <&c6 e5) 24...£xc2 25 
Wxc2 Sxf8 26 «d2 Hb8 V 2 -V 2 Vogt- 
T. Georgadze, Lublin 1974. Georgadze 
claims that Black will continue with 
...abb7 and ...Wf8-g7. 

3) 12 f4 doesn’t make much sense 
with the rook on el but Dzindzichash- 
vili mentions the move in his tapes 
on the Accelerated Dragon. He gives 

12.. .Wh5 13 #d3 &a5 14 i.f2 (14 
&d5? 4)xd5 15 exd5 £>xb3 16 #xb3 
b5! favours Black) 14...e5. 

12.. .£>e5 

Black accepts White’s offer of a 
tempo and tries to prove that the knight 
stands well on e5. Easy for White is 

12.. .£ixd4 13 &xd4 Sfe8?! (13..JLc6 
followed by ...£ki7 is ±) 14 f4 jLc6 15 
e5 £\h5 16 #e3 £h6 17 e6 f5 18 Hfl 
Sf8 19 fiadl ± Ligterink-Kagan, Haifa 
OL 1976. 

Worthy of a second glance is Sos- 
onko’s suggested 12...a6!? 13 a4 (13 
Sadi £>e5 14 #e2 b5) 13...Wc7 with 
the idea of ...£ia5. 

13*e2 

Now White threatens 14 f4, and 

13.. .b5 is known to favour White af¬ 
ter 14 a4! b4 15 ftd5 Sfe8 16 £fo5! 
£ic6 17 Sadi <ftxe4 18 £>xa7!, when 

18.. .£>xa7 19 $Lb6 wins Black’s queen. 

13.. .#a6!? 

With this queen move (an idea of 
Silman’s) Black grabs hold of c4 and 


hopes to gain active play on the queen- 
side to compensate for his damaged 
pawn structure. Bad is 13...Sxc3? 14 
Jk.d2. Also good for White is 13...b5? 
14 a4 b415 $M5 Sfe8 16 &b5 £>c617 
Sadi! 5)xe4 18 £>xa7!, when Black 
is embarrassed by the threat of Ab6, 
Ljubojevi6-Sosonko, Wijk aan Zee 
1976. 

14 fxa6 bxa6 

An interesting and largely unex¬ 
plored position. The ultimate value of 

13...®a6 depends on the assessment 
of the position after 15 Sadi £>c4 16 
jLcl. In Povah-Silman, England 1978, 
White played the mistaken 15 5M5?! 
and after 15...^xd5 16 $Lxd5 £>c4 17 
£xc4 Sxc4 18 c3 Sb8 19 He2 e5! 20 
£if3 Hc7 21 Sdl Af8 22 Hcl £b5 23 
Sd2 £c6 24 Sel f5 Black had a clear 
advantage. 


Dlb) 

ll.J2fe8 (D) 



Black defends his e-pawn before 
undertaking any active plan. Some an¬ 
notators go so far as to adorn this 
popular move with a *!’. 
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12«d3 

Other tries are also interesting: 

1) 12 Bae8 13 ld2 and then: 

la) 13...£)h514Babl£>e515£>xe5 
Axe5 16 Qe2 lxd2 17 Axd2 Ab5 = 
Koch-Tal, Marseilles 1989. 

lb) 13...a6 14 Sadi b5 15 Ah6 
and now: 

lbl) 15...5M8!? 16 £>d4 Bc5 17 a3 
Axh6 18 lxh6 Sh5 19 lf4 £>e6 
(safer is 19...*g7!? 20 e5 ±) 20 Axe6 
(20 5)xe6 Axe6 21 Axe6 fxe6 22 e5 
dxe5 23 Bxe5 lc7 is equal according 
toT.Georgadze) 20...iLxe6 21 g4! Sxh3 
22 f3, Tal-C.Hansen, Reykjavik 1986. 
Now best is 22...g5 23 1 i r xg5+ 4^8 
24 #d2 b4 25 $M5 Axd5 26 axb4 
lb6 27 *g2 Sxf3 28 *xf3 Ab7, 
when White’s weakened king gives 
Black compensation for the exchange 
- analysis by T.Georgadze, who as¬ 
sesses it as ±. 

Ib2) 15...Ah8!? 16 £>g5 &e5 17 
f4 £>c4 18 e5! (18 Axc4? Sxc4 19 e5 
b4! gives Black good play) 18...b4 
(bad is 18...£ih5? 19lf2! £>g7 20 g4 
b4 21£>d5 &e6 22 f5! £>xg5 23 Axg5 
5)xe5 24 5)xe7+ Hxe7 25 Axe7 Ac6 
26 Be3 Wb6 27 Axd6 Af3 28 Axe5 
Axdl 29 Axh8 4xh8 30 Be8+ 1-0 
Jansa-W.Watson, Gausdal 1988; of 
course 18...&xd2?? is out of the ques¬ 
tion due to 19 Axf7#) 19 4bce4 (19 
5M5?? 5)xd2 20 l Sixf6+ Axf6 steps out 
of White’s hoped-for mate) 19...£>xe4 
20 Bxe4 Ae6 21 Axc4 Axc4 22 b3 
Ae6. The position is very compli¬ 
cated. Jansa feels that White’s chances 
are somewhat preferable. 

lc) The immediate 13...b5!? makes 
a lot of sense. 

2) 12 f4 £kxd4 13 Axd4 Bad8 14 
lf3 Ac6 15 Badl £>d7 16 Axg7 


*xg7 17 f5 Bf8 18 lg3 le5 19 lh4 
£>f6 20 Bd2 e6 21 £>d5 Bfe8 22 fxe6 
fxe6 23 £lc7 Be7 and Black won on 
the 37th move in Medina-Bellon, 
Spain 1971. 

3) 12le2 (D) and now: 



3a) Black must avoid 12...5)xe4??, 
which turns out to be a gross blunder: 

13 £)xc6 Axc6 14 5)xe4 Axe4 15 
Ad2 and Black can resign. 

3b) 12...Bac8 13 Badl a6 14 f4 
£lxd4 15 Axd4 Ac6 16 Wf2 £>d7 17 
Axg7 *xg7 18 Wd4+ 4g8 19 *hl 
lc5 20 ld21115 21 a3 foe5 22 Aa2 
£>a4 23 £>xa4 Axa4 24 b3 Ad7 25 c4 
Bc7 26 4h2 lh4 27 Abl !f6 V 2 -V 2 
H.Martin-Mohaupt, corr 1971. 

3c) 12...1h5! 13 4)f3 £le5 (the al¬ 
ternative 13...5)a5!? seems playable) 

14 £)xe5 lxe5 = 15 ld3 la5 16 Ad4 
Bac8 17 Badl Ac6 18 !e3 <S)d7 19 
Axg7 4xg7 20 £>d5 lc5 21 lf4 
&e5 22 lh4 Axd5 23 exd5 £lc4 V 2 -V 2 
Ree-Sosonko, Wijk aan Zee 1976. 

4) 12 !d2? <5)xe4! 13 £>xc6 lxc3! 
favours Black after 14 bxc3 £)xd2 15 
£)xe7+ Bxe7 16 Axd2 Bae8. 

5) 12 !f3!? isn’t a move that in¬ 
spires confidence but it led to a victory 
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for White in 41 moves after 12... Hi5 
13 Wxh5 Skh5 14 Sadi £>xd4 IS £xd4 
i.c6 16 £>d5 iLxd4 17 Bxd4 Bac8 18 
e5 ii.xd5 19 SxdS dxeS 20 Sd7 Sb8 
21 Sxe5 e6 22 Bb5 *f8 23 Bbxb7 in 
Markovi£-Jeli£, Belgrade 1989. 

12.. .Bac8 

Also possible is 12...£)xd4 13 J&.xd4 
Jic6 14 Sadi Bad8 (according to Tal, 

14...Sac8 15 f4 e5 16 &e3 exf4 17 
jk.xf4 favours White) 15 #e3, Tal-Sei- 
bold, Bundesliga 1992. Now 15...5M7 
is best, but Tal mentioned the follow¬ 
ing variation, which is worth repeating 
here: 15...e5 16 ±xa7 £id7 17 £>d5 
i.xd5 18 Sxd5 Wa6 19 Bedl i.f8 20 
*T3! #xa7 21 Sa5! and White wins. 

13 Sadi 

In Sorokin-Baumbach, corr 1980, 
White tried 13 f4, and a very interest¬ 
ing game developed after 13...a6 14 
£lf3 Wc7 15 Sadi £la5 16 e5 £>xb3 
17 exf6 &c5 18 Wd2 exf6 19 Wxd6 
Ae6 20 Wxcl Bxc7 21 Ad4 Bec8 22 
g4 f5 23 gxf5 gxf5 24 Jixgl *xg7 25 
5)d4 '4 > f6. The finish saw White’s po¬ 
sition implode in surprising fashion: 
26 Be5 Sd8 27 4>f2 Scd7 28 *e 3 b6 
29 £)ce2 Bg8 30 Bgl Bxgl 31 &xgl 
Bd8 32 £)xe6 fxe6 33 <4>f2 Bd4 34 
£)e2 Bxf4+ 35 4t)xf4 tf?xe5 36 tf?e3 
*d6 0-l. 

13.. .6xd4 14 JLxd4 Ac6 IS Wf3 
a616 <&d5 -SM717 &xg7 *xg718 a3 
e6 19 £>b4 We5 20 c3 AbS 21 We3 
Wc5 22 c4 V 2 -V 2 Bryson-Baumbach, 
corr 1989. 

D2) 

11 f4 (D) 

With 11 f4 White hopes to get 
something going on the kingside. The 



play tends to get very complicated and 
Black has no fewer than six responses: 
D2a: U...b5 88 

D2b: ll...e5 88 

D2c: ll...Sad8 89 
D2d: ll...Sac8 89 
D2e: U.Jth5 94 
D2f: ll...&xd4 96 

D2a) 

11.. .b5?! 

This temporarily breaks off the 
queen’s communications with the cen¬ 
tre and allows White to initiate play 
there. 

12 e5 

In Schoneberg-Baumbach, E.Ger- 
many 1966, Black got a playable game 
after 12 £ki5 £>xd5 13 exd5 <&xd4 14 
^.xd4 #b4 15 i.xg7 *xg7 16 c3 
Wc5+. 

12.. .dxe5 13 4ixc6 Jixc6 14 fxe5 
Now Euwe analyses 14...£)e8 15 

£>d5 £xd5 16 &xd5 Bd817 Wf3 i.xe5 
18i.xf7+±. 


D2b) 

ll...e5?! 
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Tried only once (some say once too 
often). 

12 £xc6 Axc613 f5! 

White is already better. In Short- 
Wagman, Lugano 1986, Black played 
the mistaken 13...Axe4? and after 14 
5)xe4 £>xe4 15 fxg6 hxg6 16 Hxf7! 
Bxf7 17 Axf7+ *xf7 18 Wf3+, he 
was losing. 

D2c) 

Il...fiad812£>f3! 

Best. White no longer allows Black 
to free himself by exchanging knights 
on d4. White’s other choices have 
turned out well for Black: 

1) 12 f5 (White plays for an imme¬ 
diate attack but he also gives Black use 
of the e5-square) 12...£>e5 13 Wei 
Ac6 14 £ixc6 (Gipslis recommends 
14 £>d5! ±) 14...bxc615 g4 Wb4 16 a3 
Wb7 17 Wh4 d5 and both sides have 
chances, Damj anovi£-B aumbach, Bad 
Liebenstein 1963. 

2) 12 Wf3 (Black appears to de¬ 
velop good play after this) 12...£>xd4 
13 Axd4 Ac6 14 Wf2!? £>d7! (not 

14.. .51xe4? losing a piece to 15 £>xe4 
Axe4 16 Axg7 5?xg7 17 Wd4+; too 
passive is 14...b6 15 f5 Wa6 16 Bael 
Wb7 17 fxg6 ± Bobotsov-Roizman, 
Minsk 1964) 15 Axa7? (too adventur¬ 
ous; the simple 15 Axg7 was called 
for, with equal chances) 15...b6 16 
Ad5 Axc3! (not 16...Axd5? 17 &xd5 
Wxa7 18 £>xe7+ &h8 19 £>c6 with an 
unclear position) 17 Axc6 Ab4 and 
Black wins a free piece. 

3) 12 Wd3 (this allows the queen to 
get kicked around and cannot be rec¬ 
ommended) 12...£fo4! (the defensive 

12.. .Bfe8?! is poor because it weakens 


the H-square: 13 £>f3 Wc7 14 g4 
15 f5 Ac6 16 fxg6 hxg6 17 Axf7+! 
<S?xf7 18 e5! left White with a strong 
attack in Neikirkh-Baumbach, E.Ger- 
man Ch 1967) 13 We2 (13 Wd2 £>a6 
followed by ...5)c5 gives Black good 
counterplay) 13...e5 14£tf3 £tfi5! and 
Black has an excellent position. 

12...b5 13 a3 a6 14 Wei Wc7 15 
Wh4 Wb816g4a517f5gxf518exf5 
a4 19 Aa2b4 

Kurajica-Hiibner, Barcelona jr Wch 
1965. Now 20 axb4 £>xb4 21 g5 gives 
White a strong attack. 


D2d) 

ll...Sac8 (D) 



At one time this logical move was 
very popular. It still seems to be play¬ 
able. White’s two main tries are now: 
D2dl: 12 Wf3 90 

D2d2: 12 4M3 92 

Alternatives are not so dangerous: 

1) 12 #d3 £)b4 13 !fe2 &a6 14 
Wf3 (also poor is 14 Ac4 Wb4 15 
i.xa6 Wxb2 16 e5 Vxc3! 17 Axb7 
flc7 18 ±f3 dxe5 19 fxe5 &e8 20 ±f2 



90 


Accelerated Dragons 


Sc5! T Verber-Smejkal, Harrachov 
1967) 14...&c5 15 Sadi £>xb3 16 
^xb3 = Parma-Stein, Yugoslavia vs 
USSR 1965. 

2) 12 f5?! £te5 (according to Larry 
Evans, 12...£>xe4? is bad for Black: 13 
£>xe4 Hfe5 14 Wd3 ftb4 {no better is 
14...£>xd4 15 f6! £\xb3 16 fxg7 £>xal 
17 gxf8*f+ Sxf8 18 &d4} 15 Wd2 
#xe4 16 fxg6 hxg6 17 Bael) 13 ®el 
£}c 4 14 jkxc4 Bxc4 15 £>b3 #c7 16 
£d4 Bxd4 17 £>xd4 Wb6 18 Bdl 
Wxb2 with a complicated game, Jano- 
3evi6-Stein, Sarajevo 1967. 


D2d1) 

12 Wf3 (D) 



n..Mhsi 

Black gets his queen out of the way 
of his queenside pawns and simultane¬ 
ously gains time with threats of an 
equalizing exchange. Other moves 
don’t turn out so well: 

1) 12...&xd4 13 &xd4 Jk c6 14 
Sadi b5 15 «fe3 b4 16 SM5 Axd5 17 
exd5 leading to a slight advantage 
for White, Jano§evi6-Kagan, Netanya 
1971. 


2) 12...£>h5 13 &de2 £lf6 14 g4 
with a strong attack, Littleton-Yanof- 
sky, Lugano OL 1968. 

3) 12...a613*T2#h514£ide2b5 
15 a3 <4>h8 16 Sadi £te5, Pietzsch- 
Szabo, Kecskemet 1966, and now 17 
f5! is strong according to Gipslis. 

13Wf2 

Very weak is 13 g4? .&xg4! 14 hxg4 
£>xg4 15 Sfdl #h2+ 16 <£>fl &xe3+ 

17 #xe3 £ixd4 18 Sxd4 Whl+ and 
Black wins, Messing-Karev, Yugosla¬ 
via 1966. 

In some games White favoured 13 
Sadi but this doesn’t seem to present 
Black with any real problems. Black 
has two answers to this rook move: 

1) 13...£>a5 14g4?!(14*T2!may 
give White some advantage) 14...^xg4 
15 hxg4 Axg4 16 Whl £xdl (‘equal’ 
according to ECO ) 17 Bxdl #xhl+ 

18 sfexhl 5ixb3 and according to Levy 
the rook and two pawns are better than 
White’s two minor pieces, Mnatsa- 
kanian-Stein, Erevan 1965. 

2) 13...5ixd4! 14 #xh5 (14 ikxd4 
lfxf3 15 Bxf3 JLc6 16 £id5 £>xd5 17 
exd5 &d7 18 Be3 Sfe8 19 c3 a5 =) 
14...£>xh5 15 £xd4 £xd4+ 16 Bxd4 
JLe6 (16...£.c6 17 Bd2 £tf6 18 e5! 
£te4 19 £ixe4 .£.xe4 20 exd6 exd6 21 
c3 ± Teufel-Toran, Bamberg 1968) 17 
Sf2 a6 (the immediate 17...£ixf4 18 
Bb4 jkxb3 19 axb3 £>e6 is also good 
for Black) 18 g4?£>xf4 19Sxf4i.xb3 
T Teufel-Kestler, Bamberg 1968. 

White’s latest try against Black’s 
system is the surprising 13 £*xc6. The 
fact that Kamsky used this line as 
White gives it real credibility since 
Dzindzichashvili, one of the great ex¬ 
perts on the Accelerated, was Kam- 
sky’s second at that time. 13...£xc6 
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14 g4 (14 $Lx a7 was tried in Reverby- 
A.Ansell, New York 1993: 14...Wxf3 

15 gxf3 £>h5 16 Jic 3 and now instead 
of 16...&xc3 17 bxc3 Ab5 18 Bfel 
2xc3 19 &f2 y as was played in the 
game. Black could have got an excel¬ 
lent position with 16...ilh6 17 £te2 
£b5) 14...*fa5 15 Uadi b5 16 g5 4M7 
17 f5 jkxc3 (17...b4?! 18fxg6bxc3 19 
Axf7+ Hxf7 20 »xf7+ *h8 21 #xe7 
is too risky for Black) 18 bxc3 £>e5 19 
®f4 £ic4 20 J&d4 (according to Pe¬ 
ters, 20 f6 e5 21 #h4 *h8 ends 
White’s attack) 20...e5 21 fxe6 fxe6 22 
&f6 «fc7 23 £xc4 bxc4 24 2xd6 
£xe4 25 2xe6 Wxf4 26 Hxf4 £f5 27 
Sa6 Hf7 28 h4 ±xc2 29 Sd4£f5 30 a4 
Sb7 31 *f2 2e8 32 *f3, Kamsky- 
Anand, Sanghi Nagar Ct (6) 1994, and 
now Peters claims that 32...2c7 would 
have kept Black in the game. 

13..»b5! (D) 

This discovery of Stein’s seems to 
be the only satisfactory move. The al¬ 
ternatives have all led to disappointing 
results: 

1) 13...£te5? (intending to sacri¬ 
fice the exchange with 14...2xc3) 14 
£kie2 b6 15 f5! (Black’s queen is now 
cut off from the rest of the board) 

15...g5 16 Wg3 h6 17 Wh2!, and Black 
has no defence to g2-g4. Tal-GaSic, 
Sarajevo 1966 continued 17...£>c4 18 
£d4 <&xb2 19 Dael &c4 20 £>d5 
®xd5 21 g4 and Black did not get suf¬ 
ficient compensation for his trapped 
queen (21...#h4 22 Af2). 

2) 13...£>b4?! (still hoping to sac¬ 
rifice with 14...flxc3 and also intend¬ 
ing to bring the knight to c5 via a6; 
unfortunately for Black, the offside 
knight on a6 enables White to make a 
breakthrough in the centre with a 


timely e4-e5) 14 £kle2 a5 15 a3 4fra6 
16 e5 dxe5 17 &g3 *fh4 18 fxe5 &h5 
19 £>xh5 Wxh5 20 Axf7+ *h8 21 Wd2 
± Sakharov-Stein, USSR Ch 1965. 

3) 13...a6 14 £kle2 transposes into 
the Pietzsch-Szabo game (see note to 
Black’s 12th move). 



14 £)dxb5 

There doesn’t seem to be anything 
better* 

1) 14 £>xc6 £.xc6 15 Ad4 b4 16 
e5 (16 £kl5 ±xd5 17 exd5 Qe4!) 

16...bxc3 17 exf6 JLxf618 bxc3 Jlxd4 

19 cxd4 iLe4 and Black is slightly bet¬ 
ter, Tsarenkov-Kapengut, USSR Ch 
1968. 

2) 14 £>de2 b4 15 &g3 *h4 16 
£id5 (neither 16 4ke2 £>a5 17 5ld4 
£>h5 18 £ixh5 Wxh5 19 Sadi £ic4 20 
£rf3 £>xe3 21 Wxe3 Wc5 22 #xc5 
Sxc5 23 e5 ilb5, Thormann-Pahtz, 
E.German Ch 1976, nor 16 5la4 e5 
worries Black much) 16...£lxd5 17 
exd5 £>a5 18 Sabi ilb5 19 fifdl Qc4 

20 iLxa7 ®xb2 T Ciocaltea-Panno, 
Lugano OL 1968. 

3) 14 a3 a5 (14...&a5!?) 15 £>de2 
a4 16 £>g3 Vh4 17 &a2 b4 18 axb4 
£>xb4 19 i.bl 5 Mi 5 20 £>xh5 Wxh5 21 
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fia3 Wa5 22 £d2 (Tseshkovsky-Kap- 
engut, 1968) 22...Wa8! ?. 

14.. .£ixe415 £>xe4 Wxb5 16 5)g3 

Deciding to play for a kingside at¬ 
tack. Also possible is 16 fiadl with 
the idea of central pressure by c4-c5, 
isolating the d-pawn. A good exam¬ 
ple of this move is Pietzsch-Kapen- 
gut, Belorussia-E.Germany 1968: 16 
fiadl a5 17c4«fb418 Ad2! Wb7(not 

18.. .6d4? 19ifxd4^xd4 {19...#xb3 
is met by 20 #d5! followed by &c3 
and Wb5-a6 with advantage) 20 
£xb4 £>xb3 21 £xd6 exd6 22 axb3) 
19 Ac3 £>b4 20 £.xg7 *xg7 21 #d4+ 
f6 22 c5! d5! (completely mistaken is 

22.. .£c6? 23 cxd6 Axe4 24 fifel) 23 
.&xd5 5)xd5 24 Wxd5 xd5 (once 
again 24...iLc6? is an error: 25 We6 
£xe4 26 Hd7) 25 Bxd5 £c6 26 Hd4 
e5! 27 fxe5 fxe5 28 fixf8 V 2 -V 2 . 

16.. .a5 

Even better is 16...&h8!, when 17 
f5 loses a pawn to 17...Axf5 18 £>xf5 
#xf5 19 #xf5 gxf5 20 Hxf5 e6. 

17a4 Wb4 ISf5*h8 

18.. .Wh4!? deserves attention since 
19 fxg6 hxg6 20 jk.xf7+ ^7 leaves 
Black with lots of threats. 

19 fiadl Wh4 20 Hd3fib8 

Stronger is 20...ie5! 21 .&f4 (per¬ 
haps White’s best reply is 21 Ad2 but 
even then Black gets the advantage af¬ 
ter 21...gxf5 22 £>xf5 Wxf2+ 23 fixf2 
Axf5) 21...gxf5 22 ±xe5+ £>xe5 23 
fid4 Wf6, Popovych-Sherwin, USA 
1968, when 24 £>xf5 Axf5 25 #xf5 is 
no good because of 25...£if3+, and on 
24 fid5 Black wins by 24...Hg8 25 
Hxa5«fg5 26&e2i.c6. 

21«feli.xf5 22fif4#xf4 

Also possible is 22...#f6 23 £)xf5 
gxf5 24 ttfl (or 24 Wf2 «xb2 25 


Bxf5 £te5 with chances for both 
sides) 24...e6 25 2xd6 Vtc5\ - analy¬ 
sis by Ivkov. 

23 £xf4 £xd3 24 VTd2 i.a6 25 
i.h6 £xh6 26 *Txh6 

Byme-Stein, Sarajevo 1967. The 
chances are about even. Black should 
now continue 26...4M4 27 #e3 0Sxb3 
28 ¥xe7 £ic5 29 0X5 gxf5 30 «T6+ 
with an immediate draw. Instead Stein 
played 26...f6 and the advance of 
White’s h-pawn proved extremely ef¬ 
fective. 


D2d2) 

12 0sf3 (D) 



After 12 #f3 fell out of favour (long 
before it was revived in the 1990s by 
Kamsky!), attention turned to this 
move. Over time 12 £>f3 scared away 
a lot of players of the black side, but 
analysts have yet to prove a definite 
advantage for White. 

12...Wh5 

Preparing to advance his queenside 
pawns (the immediate 12...b5? fails to 
13 e5). The alternatives have not fared 
so well: 
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1) 12...5fd8 13 «fel Ae8 (13...e6 

14 5dl Ae8 15 £>g5 h6? 16 £>xe6! 
fxe6 17 Axe6+ Af7 18 Axc8 Axc8 19 
2xd6 Ac4 was played in Zuckerman- 
Toran, Malaga 1968, and now 20 e5! 
Axfl {20...£>e8 21 Sxg6 Axfl 22 
«Txfl} 21 exf6 Af8 22 Sd5 would have 
been crushing) 14 f5 b5 (14...gxf5 15 
exf5 #xf5 16 £>h4 followed by 17 
£>f5 gives White a very strong attack) 

15 fxg6 hxg6 16 Wh4 5)e5 17 £>g5 
£>c4 18 £>d5! £>xe3 19 £>xe7+ *f8 
20 £>xg6+ fxg6 21 Axf6+ and White’s 
attack crashes through, I.Zaitsev- 
Dietze, Polanica Zdroj 1970. 

2) 12...Acd8 13 #el (another pos¬ 
sibility is 13 We2 e5 14 fke5 £ixe5 15 
£*xe5 Wxe516 Axa7 Ac617 Sael and 
Black has no compensation for the lost 
pawn, G.Garcia-Jimenez, Havana 1969) 

13...Ac8 14 Adi (14 g4!? can also be 
considered) 14...e6 15 Wh4 Wh5 (too 
passive is 15...^e8? 16 f5 exf5 17 
&d5 Wc7 18 Ag5 with a winning posi¬ 
tion for White, Kurajica-Kuijpers, Wijk 
aan Zee 1970) 16 g4 Hfxh4 17 £ixh4 
± 

13Welb514a3 

Bad is 14 f5 b4 15 £>e2 £>xe4 16 
fxg6 hxg6 17 £>f4 Wh7! ¥ Gliksman- 
Rajkovic, Yugoslavia 1973. 

Also poor is 14 e5?! dxe5 15 fxe5 
£>xe5 16 5)xe5 #xe5 17 Axa7 and 
White has no more than equality. 

ECO (Korchnoi) gives 14 Adi! a5 

15 a4 as best and claims that White 
would then have a clear advantage. 
This appears to be true since 15...b4 

16 £kl5 £ixe4 is mashed by 17 £ib6 
followed by £>xd7 and Ad5. However, 
Black can surely do better than this! 
How about the immediate 14...b4!? 15 
5M5 &xe4. Now 5ib6 is no longer 


possible and 16 f5!? gxf5 17 £lf4 lfh6 
18 5ie6 Wg6 19 5ixf8 Sxf8 gives 
Black more than enough for the ex¬ 
change. 

14...a5 15 Sdl (D) 



15...a4 

Bad is 15...b4? 16 £>d5 bxa3 (not 

16.. .£>xe4? 17 £>b6 Hcd8 18 foxdl 
Axd7 19 Ad5) 17 £>xf6+ Axf6 18 
Hd5±. 

According to analysis by Boleslav- 
sky, 15...Ae6 is also poor: 16 Axe6 
fxe6 17 £ig5 £ki8 18 e5 b4 (or 

18.. .5M5 19 £>xd5 exd5 20 Axd5 ± 
Klein-Dueball, W.Germany 1968) 19 
axb4 axb4 20 exf6 exf6 21 5)ce4 fxg5 
22 fxg5 Sxc2 23 2xf8+ *xf8 24 
Wfl+ *e7 25 Wd3 Ac6 26 £xd6 and 
White wins. However, before 15...Ae6 
is thrown in the garbage heap. Levy’s 
suggestion of 17...b4 must be ad¬ 
dressed. He calls the position after this 
move unclear. As much as we would 
like to believe him, it appears that 18 
axb4 £ixb4 (after 18...axb4, 19 5)a2 
must be good for White and 19 £>e2 
with the threat of 20 £>g3 is also a 
pain) 19 &d2 leaves Black in real diffi¬ 
culties. 
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16 Aa2 b4 17 <&d5 bxa3 
By now the reader knows that 

17.. .£lxe4? loses to 18 £lb6 Sc7 19 
£>xd7Hxd7 20 Ad5. 

18 £>xf6+ Axf6 19 Hd5 
On 19 e5 dxe5! 20 Hxd7 exf4 21 
Axf4 axb2 Black would get sufficient 
compensation for the piece. 

19.. .e5 20 Sxd6 

20 bxa3 is possibly better, but Black 
would still be doing well after 20... Ae6 
21 Hxd6 exf4 22 Axf4 Wc5+ 23 We3 
&d8. 

20.. .exf4 

Black must avoid the losing line 

20.. .Ae6?? 21 Hxe6 fxe6 22 Axe6+ 
*h8 23 Ag4. 

21 Sxf6 

The natural 21 Axf4? turns out to 
be an eiTor: 21 ...Wc5+ 22 *hl Ae6 23 
Bxe6 fxe6 24 Axe6+ Klundt-Kapen- 
gut, Ybbs 1968. Now in the game 
Black went wrong with 24...sl?g7? and 
after 25 Axc8 he was unable to play 

25.. .Axb2 due to 26 g5L Correct 
was 24...*h8! 25 Axc8 (25 e5 Ag7 26 
Axc8 axb2 27 Ae3 Wxc2) 25...Axb2 
26 Ae3 «d6 27 e5 Wd5, when Black’s 
powerful threat of ...a3-a2-al gives 
him a clear advantage. 

21.. .fxe3 22 Wxe3 axb2 23 &g5 
Boleslavsky had claimed a clear ad¬ 
vantage for White in this position but 
further analysis does not bear this out. 

23.. .£>b4 24Axf7+ 

24 Abl a3! is unclear. 

24.. .*g7 25«U4*h6 

The position is extremely messy but 
Black appears to be doing quite well. 

D2e) 

ll~Wh5 (D) 



Originally played by Kapengut and 
given a good deal of attention by 
Dzindzichashvili and Kamsky in the 
1990s. The idea is logical enough - 
why bother moving the a8-rook at all? 
Instead Black prepares for immediate 
queenside expansion. 

12Wd3 

It’s not clear what White’s best 
move is. This means that other ideas 
deserve serious attention: 

1) 12 4tf3 (one of White’s best 
choices) 12...b5 with two possibilities: 

la) 13 a3 a5 14 Wei a4 15 Aa2 
b4 16 axb4 £>xb4 17 Abl (Black’s 
chances are already superior) 17...Wa5 
(also worth consideration is 17...Sfc8 
threatening ...Bxc3) 18 g4 Wc7 19 Bf2 
Wb7 20 g5 £ih5 (and not 20...£ixe4?? 
21 £>xe4 Wxe4 22 c3) 2l£>dl£>a6 22 
c3 Ac6 (22...Bfc8 followed by ...£k:5 
is a good alternative) 23 £>d2 £lg3 24 
f5, Tsarenkov-Roizman. Now Bole¬ 
slavsky and Kapengut claim a clear 
advantage for Black with 24...Axe4! 
25 £ixe4 £ixe4 26 Axe 4 Wxe4 27 Bf4 
We5 28 Hfxa4 £>c7 29 Bxa8 £>xa8! 
30 fxg6 fxg6!. 

lb) 13 Wd3! a5 14 a3 and here 
Black has tried two moves: 
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lbl) 14...b4 15 (Piket recom¬ 
mends 15 axb4 axb4 16 Exa8 Sxa8 17 
£d5) 15...bxa3 16 &g3 (16 bxa3 a4 
frees a5 for the queen) 16...axb2 17 
Ba4 (17 Eabl £>b4 18 £ixh5 £>xd3 19 
£>xf6+ Axf6 20 cxd3 a4 leads to a po¬ 
sition where the two pawns are better 
than the piece; Dzindzichashvili also 
thinks Black is better after 17 ^xh5 
bxal# 18 Sxal £>xh5) 17...#h6 18 
f5 g5 19 £xg5 ^e5 20 £xh6 (20 *fe3 
£>xf3+ 21 gxf3 «fxh3) 20...£>xd3 21 
£ixgl <2?xg7 22 cxd3 iLxa4 T - analy¬ 
sis by Dzindzichashvili. 

Ib2) 14...a4 15 £d5! (Black stands 
well after both 15 £te2? ixh3! 16 
gxh3 axb3 17 4>g2 b4 18 f5 gxf5 19 
exf5 £>e5! T Mariasin-Roizman, Minsk 
1970 and 15 £a2 b4 16 £>e2 {after 16 
£)d5, 16...bxa3 seems fine for Black; 
worse is 16...Eab8? 17 £ixf6f Jkxf6 18 
e5 £g7 19 exd6 exd6 20 Wxd6 Bfd8 
21 £xf7+!, MacArthur-Levitan, US 
Women’s Ch 1992} 16...#a5 17Eael 
Eab8, Dabeti6-Novoselski, Yugosla¬ 
via 1993) and now: 

lb2a) After 15...Eab8, 16 £k>2 
£>xd5 17 exd5 i.f5 18 Wdl &a5 19 g4 
Axg4 20 hxg4 !fxg4+ is unclear but 
T.Georgadze points out that 16 Axc6! 
$Lx c6 17 5M4 Efc8 18 f5 leads to a 
clear advantage for White. 

Ib2b) Piket’s recommendation of 

15.. .e6 16 £xc6 £xc6 17 £>d4 £b7 
turned out well for White after 18 f5 
gxf5 19 exf5 e5 20 5Mxb5 d5 21 ±c5 
in G.Garcia-Zamora, New York Open 
1994. 

Ib2c) 15...^xd5 16 &xd5 (16 
exd5 £>a5 17 &d4 Wh6 18 Eael Efe8 
19 £>xb5 Eac8? {Piket mentions 

19.. .Eab8 20 £>c7 Eec8 21 lfc3!} 20 
b3 i.f5 21 lfd2 Exc2 22 ffxa5 £xh3 


23 Ef2 axb3 24 Axg7 *xg7 25 Exc2 
bxc2 26 Wc3+ and White went on to 
win in the game J.Polgar-Kamsky, 
Buenos Aires 1994) 16...Bab8 17 c3! 
±e6 (17...Efe8!?) 18 Eael £xd5 19 
exd5 &a5 20 £>g5 &c4 21 g4! Wh6 
22 JLcl $Lf6, Gerasimov-T.Georgadze, 
and now 23 £>e4! is very strong for 
White. 

12...a5 

An important alternative is 12.. .b5! ? 
(D) t after which White can play: 



1) 13 £lcxb5 is met by 13...e5 ac¬ 
cording to Kapengut. However, 14 
£\xc6 $Lxc 6 15 ftc3 leaves Black 
searching for compensation. Black 
should probably answer 13 £>cxb5 
with 13...£fo4 14 VHc4 a5, when 15 
£k;3 transposes into 13 £klxb5. 

2) 13 5Mxb5 £>b4 14 #c4 a5! 15 
£M4 (Dzindzichashvili points out that 
15 £>c7 Eac8 16 £b6 &e8 17 Eabl 
thxcl 18 .fi.xc7 £e6 leaves White in 
trouble) 15...Eac8 16 We2 #xe2 17 
?Mxe2 a4! with a clear advantage for 
Black. 

3) 13 Eael a5 14 a3 b4 15 axb4 
axb4 16 £>xc6 (16 £>d5 &xd5 17 exd5 
&xd4 18 Axd4 £.b5!) 16...Axc6 17 
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£kI5 5)xd5 18 exd5 with two possi¬ 
bilities: 

3a) 18..JU4! 19 kx a4 (19 i.c4 
Axb2 20 Ad2 has been given as an 
improvement) 19...Bxa4 20 f5 Wh4 
21 kfl Wf6 22 fxg6 hxg6 23 Wb3 
Baa8 24Wxb4, Tseshkovsky-Kapen- 
gut, Lvov 1973, 24..Bfb8 and Black 
has a slight advantage. 

3b) Short-Kamsky, Linares PCA 
Ct (2) 1994 saw Black play differently 
with 18...iLd7. He still managed to 
gain a plus after 19 kf2 (19 JLd4 JLb5! 
20 Wxb5 Axd4+ 21 <£>hl tth4 ?) 

19.. .Bfe8 20Bbl Wf5! 21 Wd2 (or 21 
Wxf5 Jkxf5 22 g4 Ae4 23 Bfel f5 T) 

21.. JLa4. 

4) 13 a3!? is probably White’s best 
choice: 13...b4 (13...a6 14 4rf3 Bac8 

15 Badl £*a5 16 e5 dxe5 17 fxe5 £f5 
18 Wd4 4id7 also led to great compli¬ 
cations in de Firmian-J.Whitehead, 
San Francisco 1977) 14 £>xc6 bxc3 15 
&xe7+ *h8 16 bxc3 Bae8 17 Wxd6 
kx h3 18 i.d4 Wg4 19 Bf2 Bd8 20 
Wxf6 Bxd4 21 Wg5 Bxe4 22 £>d5 h6 
23 Wxg4 Jkxg4 and Black obtains 
good compensation for the sacrificed 
pawn, de Firmian-Radke, San Fran¬ 
cisco 1978. 

5) 13 a4 b414 5)d5 5)xd5 15 JLxd5 
Bac8 16 £>xc6 kxc6 17 kxa7 kxb2 
18 Ba2 jLxd5 is fine for Black. 

13 a4 &b4 14 Wd2 Sac8 15 f5! 
Sxc3! 16 bxc3 

Black wins back the exchange after 

16 Wxc3 £lxe4 17 Wc7 £>c5 18 Wxa5 
±xd4 19 Jkxd4 &c6 20 Wd2 £>e4 21 
Wdl £>g3. 

16...&xe417Wel&a6 
More precise is 17...£)c6, when 
Black is slightly better. 

18 foel! £»c5 19 £tf4 


Also interesting is 19 fxg6 with 
chances for both sides, Klovans-Kap- 
engut, Grozny 1969. 

19. JtxfS 20 £le6 Wxfl+ 21 Wxfl 
fxe6 

Black’s active pieces give him plenty 
of compensation for the sacrificed 
queen: 22 We 2 £>xb3 23 cxb3 £>xc3 
24 Wd3 £>e2+ 25 Wxe2 jLxal 26 Wei 
iLe5 27 Wxa5 iLc6 with a good game. 

D2f) 

ll...£)xd4 

This is Black’s soundest continua¬ 
tion. 

12 &xd4 kc6 (D) 

This is about the only move ever 
seen, but 12...e5!? may deserve some 
attention: 13 ke3 exf4 14 iLxf4 kc6 
15 Wf3 Bad8 16 Badl *h8 17 Bxd6 
(17 *hl!?) 17...Wc5+ 18 Wf2 Wxf2+ 
19 Bxf2 5)xe4 20 5)xe4 JLxe4 21 Bfd2 
Bxd6 22 £xd6 Bd8 23 kxfl kx c2 24 
Bxc2 J&.d4+ V 2 -V 2 JanoSevic-Wagman, 
Bratto 1984. Black certainly had an 
easy time of it here and it’s somewhat 
surprising that nobody has given it an¬ 
other try. 




The Anti-Yugoslav Variation: Main Line with 7..Ma5 97 


Now Black has tried five moves: 


D2fl: 13 Wf3 

97 

D2f2: 13 Wei 

97 

D2f3: 13 We2 

97 

D2f4: 13<&d5 

98 

D2f5: 13 Wd3 

99 

D2f1) 



13Wf3? 

This commonly seen error falls vic¬ 
tim to a tactic based on the loose d4- 
bishop. 

13.. .WM! 14 £xf6 

Not what White wanted to do, but 
14 Sadi loses to 14...£>xe4. 

14.. JLxf6 15 Sfel Wc5+ 16 *hl 
£.xc3 17 Wxc3 Wxc3 18 bxc3 2ac8 

Ciocaltea-Furman, Harrachov 1966. 
Black’s superior pawn structure will 
leave White suffering for a long time. 

D2f2) 

13 Wei 

A favourite move for players who 
have agreed to a prearranged draw. 

13.. .Wb4 14 Bdl &xe4! 15 Jixgl 
*xg7 16 <SM5 

Or 16 *hxe4 Wxe4 17 Wc3+ Sfcg8 
18 Bf2 e6 19 Sxd6 Bad8 = Jacobsen- 
Kapengut, Ybbs 1968. 

16.. Mc5+ 17*h2£>f6 
Believe it or not, the game now 

ends in a forced perpetual check! 

Not 17...e6 18l r xe4exd5 19*d4+ 
Wxd4 20 Bxd4 Sae8 21 f5 ± Jano§e- 
vic-Parma, Yugoslav Ch 1964. 

18 &c7(D) 

Bad is 18 4ixe7?? 5ae8, when the 
pin on the e-file is highly unpleasant. 

18.. Jkxg2! 19 Wxe7 £xh3! 20 
*xh3 



Just accepting the draw. Suicidal is 
20 f5? Axf5 21 Sdel £>g8, with a 
winning position for Black, JanoSe- 
vi6-Soos, Skopje 1967. 

20.. .Wh5+ 21 <£>g2 Wg4+ 22 *f2 
Wb4+ 

Black’s queen wants to make sure it 
defends the f6-knight. 

Now 23 *g2 Wg4+ 24 *f2 Wh4+ 
25 &g2 V 2 -V 2 was Ostojic-Kaplan, 
Hastings 1968. White has to accept 
the draw since 23 &e2 Sae8 24 £te6+ 
(worse is 24 £lxe8+ Sxe8) 24...<4>g8 
25 Wxb7 fxe6 is dangerous due to the 
vulnerable white king. 

D2f3) 

13We2 

This is worse than 13 Wei due to 
the possibility of a knight fork on g3. 

13.. .tb4 14 Sfdl 

Not 14 Sadi £>xe4! 15 $Lxg7 4 ) xg7 
16 &xe4 Wxe4 17 Wd2 *ff5 18 c3, 
Hulusija-Gasil, Yugoslavia 1967, and 
now 18...b6 19 £c2 Wf6 20 f5 g5 
leaves White with insufficient com¬ 
pensation for the pawn. 

The difference between this posi¬ 
tion and the one arising after 13 Wei is 
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that with White’s king’s rook still on 
fl, the move 16 £M5 fails to 16..JLxd5 
and 17...5)g3 forking queen and rook. 

14.. .£>xe4 15 Axg7 *xg7 16 &AS 
i.xd 5 

16.. .«t5+ 17 *h2 £rf6 18 £>c7 
Axg2! 19 Wxe7 is the same type of 
thing that was seen in section D2f2. 

17 Hxd5 

White avoids 17 £.xd5 £tf6 18 
4fxe7?? Wc5+, when the bishop is lost. 

17.Jtb6+18 *h2^f6 

White has nothing to show for his 
lost pawn. 


D2f4) 

13 £>d5 (D) 



A popular move. White immedi¬ 
ately puts pressure on e7 and f6. 

13...fiae8! 

Most accurate. The alternatives are: 

1) 13...&xd514exd5^715i.xg7 
*xg7 16lfd4+*g8 17 fiael Hae8 18 
< 4 > h2 1 Vasiukov-Ciocaltea, Bucharest 
1967. White’s pressure on the e7- 
pawn is annoying. Black should now 
play 18...#c5 19 Wd3 b5 with a solid 
position. 


2) 13...£>xd5 14 exd5 Axd4+ 15 
Wxd4 Ml 16 fiael fife8 ± leads to 
the same type of comfortable position 
for White. Black must avoid these po¬ 
sitions where White has easy play due 
to his pressure on the e7-pawn. 

3) 13...Sfe8 is one of Black’s most 
popular moves. Its one flaw (as com¬ 
pared to 13...fiae8!) is that it leaves f7 
a little loose. White has tried several 
different replies: 

3a) 14 £>xf6+? exf6 15 f5 (15 e5 
dxe5 16 fxe5 f5) 15..Jk.xe4 16 fxg6 
hxg6 17 Mi6 Wc5+ 18 *hl d5 19 
#g4 #d6 ¥/T Karker-Yudovich, corr 
1968. 

3b) 14 ^.xf6Wc5+(a simple solu¬ 
tion is 14...exf6 15 f5 Hxe4 16 fxg6 
hxg6 17 &xf6+ Axf6 18 fixf6 Wc5+ 
19 *hl d5 20 *f3 We7 = Hector- 
Donaldson, Malmo 1985/6) 15 sbhl 
.&xd5 (Kapengut suggests 15..Jbcf6 
16 5)c7 Axe4! ?, when the two bishops 
and extra pawn should give plenty of 
compensation for the exchange) 16 
$Lxgl Jkxb3 17 M3 (mistaken is 17 
M4? £xc2! 18 Wd2 Wc4 19 fiael 
Wd3 *) 17...i.c4 18 Hf3 ±. The pres¬ 
ence of opposite-coloured bishops 
helps White’s kingside attack. 

3c) 14 c4 Md5 15 exd5 *hdl 16 
*hl Md 4 17 tfxd4 *c5 (or 17...£>c5 
T) and Black’s knight is better than 
White’s bishop. 

3d) 14 M3 «fc5+ 15 *h2 £>xd5 
16 exd5 M5 17fif3 fiac8 =. 

3e) 14l r d3fiac815*hl^xd516 
exd5 Axd417 #xd4 Ml 18 fif3 #c5 
19 #d2 a5 20 c3 Wb5 21 fiel a4 22 
£dl e6! = Shmit-Murei, USSR 1967. 

3f) 14 f5! (playing to open the f- 
file and take advantage of the delicate 
nature of f7) 14...jkxd5 (14...5ixe4 is 
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not possible because of 15 fxg6, when 
something bad will happen on f7) 15 
cxd5 £>d7 (better is 15...b5) 16 Sfehl! 
(16 c3 Axd4+ 17 Wxd4 Wc5 is com¬ 
fortable for Black) 16...£xd4 17 
#xd4 Wc5 (17...£ie5 is answered by 
18 f6; if Black tries to prevent this with 

17...f6 hoping to continue with ...g5, 
...the 5 and ...4g7 White will play 18 
h4! followed by g4-g5 and a kingside 
attack) 18 «ff4 &f6 (not 18...£>e5 19 
Sael Sf8 20 Wh6! with the threat of 
Se4-h4) 19 Hael a5 20 c4 ± KeleSe- 
vic-Rajkovi6, Yugoslav Ch 1968. The 
continuation was 20...a4 21 $Lc2 b5 22 
fxg6 hxg6 23 £xg6! fxg6 24 #h6 
«xc4 25 Wxg6+ 4f8 26 Hf5 Wh4 27 
Sefl lfh8 28 Hxf6+ exf6 29 Bxf6+ 
Wxf6 30 Wxf6+ 4g8 31 Wxd6 and 
White’s extra pawns should make the 
win a simple matter. 

14*Td3 

White’s other tries have also failed 
to dent the black position: 

1) 14 &xf6 Wc5+ 15 4hl Axf6 
and a further exchange on f6 leaves 
White’s e4-pawn dead. 

2) 14 £\xf6+? exf6 15 f5 &xe4 16 
fxg6 hxg6 17 Axf6 #c5+ 18 4hl 
Axf6 19 Bxf6 &xg2+!. 

3) 14*fel!?#xel 15 flaxel £>d7 
(Black should avoid 15...£ixd5 16 
£xg7 *xg7 17 exd5 &d7 18 Bf3, 
when White is a litde better, Ivano- 
vi£-Davies, VrSac 1989) 16 £xg7 
4xg7 17 He3 *hc5 18 fldl *hx b3 V 2 -V 2 
Skovgaard-Svensson, corr 1984. 

14...^xd5 15 exd5 i.b5! 

A very instructive manoeuvre! Black 
forces White to place his pawn on c4, 
where it will block the b3-bishop, 
making the ...e7-e6 central break eas¬ 
ier for Black to achieve. 


16 c4 

White loses material after 16 £c4? 
£xc4 17 Wxc4 Bc8. 

16... Axd4+ 17 #xd4 £d718 4h2 
White also gains nothing with 18 
Sael Wc5 19 Vxc5 dxc5 20 He3 e6. 
18. Jic5 19 Wd2 e6! 

The position is equal. 


D2f5) 

13 #<13 (D) 



This is the toughest test of Black’s 
set-up but he should be able to hold the 
balance. 

13...Bad8! (D) 

An active move that prepares a 
central break with ...e7-e5. The pas¬ 
sive 13...4M7?! has led to some good 
results for White after the exchange 14 
Jixgl 4xg7: 

1) 15 *hl £>c5 (15...Sac8 is bet¬ 
ter) 16 Wd4+ f6 17 Sael (17 i.d5 
{threatening 18 b4} 17...*b6 18Habl 
± Zhidkov-Pavlenko, USSR Ch 1967 
is also reasonable) 17...&xb3 18 axb3 
#c5 19 Wd2 e6 20 Sf3 Hfe8 21 Bd3 
tl± Matanovid-Simagin, Yugoslavia 
vs USSR 1963. 
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2) Another possibility is 15 Sael, 
when 15...Bac8 16 Wd4+ *g8 17 
£M5 is slightly better for White, while 

15...Wc5+ 16 *h2 b5 17 £d5 Bac8 18 
i.xc6 Bxc6 19 £>xb5 Wxc2 20 Wd4+ 
e5 21 Wxa7 ± was Matulovic-Rajko- 
vid, Vmjadka Banja 1974. Perhaps it’s 
better to meet 15 Sael with 15..J6 16 
£>d5 fa5 17 We3 e6 18^3 £)xb3 19 
axb3 Wc5 = Neishtadt-Ekberg, corr. 



14 Sadi 

Clamping down on the d5-square. 
White has many alternatives but none 
of them have led to any kind of open¬ 
ing advantage: 

1) 14 *hl e5 15 iLgl d5! 16 fxe5 
dxe4 17 We3 WxeS is bad for White, 
Ostojid-Forintos, Belgrade 1967. 

2) 14 Sael e5 (\4...fadl 15 Axg7 
*xg7 16 £>d5 i.xd5 17 exd5 Sfe8 18 
Se3 is the kind of passive position that 
Black must strive to avoid!) 15 ile3 
exf4 16 £xf4 d5 17 e5 £>e4 =/?. 

3) 14 f5?!&d7 (immediately grab¬ 
bing hold of the e5-square) 15 iLxg7 
(Black was also successful after 15 
£>d5 Axd5 16 i.xg7 *xg7 17 Axd5 
fa6 18 Sf2 Wc5 19 c3 e6! 20 b4 Wb6 
21 Ab3 d5 22 exd5 &xd5 23 Axd5 


Bxd5 24 f6+ &g8, when the threat of 
...Sf5 gave Black a clear advantage in 
JanoSevid-Furman, Harrachov 1966) 

15.. .'4 > xg7 16 Wd4+ (16 Wg3 We5 17 
Wh4 fa6 is equal, Tukmakov-Kapen- 
gut, Rostov-on-Don 1967) 16...#65 17 
Sadi?! (White should take the offered 
pawn by 17 Wxa7, although Black 
would then have more than enough 
compensation for the material after 

17.. .6C5 18 Sael e6!) 17...Wxd4+ 18 
Sxd4 &f6 (Black already has the 
more promising position) 19 g4? g5! 
20 Bfdl fail 21 £>d5 i.xd5 22 Bxd5 
Bc8 23 c3 $f6 24 4>f2 fa5 25 *g3 
h5 with a decisive advantage for Black, 
Ekblom-Pytel, corr 1969. 

4) 14 We3 fall (14...b6? is way 
too passive: 15 f5! fail 16 Jkd5! jLxd4 

17 Wxd4 &e5 18 b4 Wa6 19 a4 Wb7 
20 b5 Jbcd5 21 £>xd5 f6 22 a5 ± Klov- 
sky-Averbakh, USSR Cht 1966) 15 
Axgl *xg7 16 *h2 WcS 17 Wd3 b5 

18 a4 (18 &d5!? =) 18...b4 19 £>bl e5 

20 f5 £>f6 21 fad2 d5! and Black has 
the initiative, Matanovid-Bilek, Ha¬ 
vana OL 1966. 

5) 14 4)d5e5!? (the most interest¬ 
ing move but not the only possibility 
by any means; aside from the calm 

14.. .5fe8!?, Black can also consider 

14.. .5)xd5 15 exd5 JiLxd4+ {I prefer 

15.. Jkb5! 16 We3 A.xd4 17 Wxd4 
Adi) 16 Wxd4.fc.d7 17Sael Sfe8 18 
ihl WcS 19 Wd2 a5 = Klovans-Kap- 
engut, USSR 1965) 15 £>xf6+ (or 15 
fxe5? £>xd5 16 exd5 dxe5 17 dxc6 
Sxd4 18 JLxf7+? (Black is also win¬ 
ning after 18 Wf3 Bf4 19 Wd5 Wb6+) 

18.. .Bxf7 19 Wb3 Wd5 20 Bxf7 Wxf7 

21 cxb7 Wxb3 22 axb3 Bb4 and Black 
went on to win in Gilden-Christian- 
sen. Lone Pine 1972) 15...iLxf6 16 
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A.c3 Wc5+ 17 *hl i.g7 (17...Ab5!? 
18 WO iLxfl 19 Sxfl is not clear 
since White has compensation in the 
form of a strong bind on the light 
squares and pressure against f7) 18 f5 
J$.h6!? (both 18...d5 and 18...£.b5 de¬ 
serve serious consideration) 19 fxg6?! 
(better is 19 £d2!? £xd2 20 Wxd2 
Jk.xe4 21 f6 <S?h8 22 Wh6 Bg8 23 
Axf7 Wxc2 24 Bgl Wf2 25 £.xg8 
Sxg8 26 Wg5 Wf4! with an unclear 
position according to Ivkov; White 
could also try 19 Sael or 19 Sadi) 

19.. .hxg6 20 Wg3 *g7 21 Axf7?! 
(not quite sound; better is 21 Sadi, 
when 21 ...ixe47 is met by 22 Sxd6!) 

21.. .5.f7 22 Bxf7+ *xf7 23 Wh4 
Sh8 24 Sfl+ *e8 (24...*g7?? 25 
We7+ mates, as does 24...A’g8?? 25 
Wd8+ *h7 26 Bf7+ 4. g7 27 We7 Sg8 
28 Wh4#) 25 Wg4 (25 Wf6 Sf8 is just 
a transposition) 25...Bf8 26 Wxg6+ 
*e7 27 Sxf8 4.xf8 28 Wg5+? (a much 
better try is 28 4.el! d5 29 J«Lh4+ &d7 

30 Wf5+ *c7 31 Wxe5+ *b6, though 
Black still has a clear advantage) 

28.. . < ±>e8 29 Wg6+ *d8 30 Wg8 Wf2 

31 Wc4 4.h6 32 4.a5+ *d7 0-1 Yil- 
maz-Ivkov, Praia da Rocha 1978. 

Now we return to the main line after 
14 Sadi (D): 

14...£>d7 

This sane move has held up quite 
nicely. Black’s other tries do not enjoy 
such a good reputation: 

1) 14...e6?! 15 f5 gxf5 16 exf5 e5 
17 4.e3 d5 18 4.g5 e4 19 Wg3 leaves 
White with more threats than Black 
can handle. 

2) 14...e5 15 Ae3 exf4 16 i.xf4 
(Liberzon claims that 16 Bxf4 is 
clearly better for White) 16...4)h5 17 
Acl 4.xc3 18 bxc3 Wc5+ 19 4.e3 



We5 20 4.h6 &g3 21 4.xf8 Sxf8 
(21...Wc5+? 22 Wd4H £le2+ 23 *h2 
5)xd4 24 cxd4 Wb6 25 4.e7 was win¬ 
ning for White in Lederman-Kagan, 
Netanya 1975) 22 Bfel £>xe4 23 Wd4 
a6 and Black has adequate compensa¬ 
tion for the exchange. 

3) 14...b5 15 a3?! (15 £>d5 is White’s 
best chance for a slight edge) 15...b4 
16 axb4 Wxb4 17 e5!? (17 £)d5 &xd5 

18 iLxd5 {and not 18 exd5? 4.b5} is 
equal) 17...dxe5 18 fxe5 £ki5 19 £k;4 
£tf4?? (correct is I9...a5 with the idea 
of ...a4, with an edge to Black accord¬ 
ing to Short) 20 Bxf4 JLxe5 21 4.xe5 
Sxd3 22 Bxd3 and Black went down 
in flames in Short-Hellers, Wijk aan 
Zee 1986. 

15 4.xg7 <£xg7 16 <±>hl 

White has nothing after 16 ftd5 e6 
(16..JLxd5 17 exd5 £>f6 18 Bdel Sd7 

19 Be3 ± Tiviakov-Gogoladze, Riga 
1987) 17 Wd4+ e5! 18 fxe5 dxe5 19 
Wd3 &c5 20 We3 &xb3 21 Wxb3 
Wc5+, Matanovic-Tal, Palma de Mal¬ 
lorca 1966. 

Deserving of more attention is 16 
Wd4+!? &g8 17 *h2 Wc5 18 Wd2, 
when 18...b5 19 £ld5 i.xd5 20 exd5 

4)f6 21 f5 gave White a clear plus in 
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Yilmaz-Tangbom, Budapest 1992. One 
possible improvement is 18...5}f6, an¬ 
swering 19 5)d5 by 19...£>xe4!? 20 
£>xe7+ *g7 21 We2f5. 

16.. .£>c5 

Also playable is 16...Wc5 17 Bd2 
(untried but interesting is 17 $Sd5 e6 
18 c4!?) 17...b5 18 Bel £>b6 with 
equality, Buljov£ic-Bukic, Yugoslavia 
1967. 

17Wd4+e518fxe5 

Harmless is 18 We3 &xb3 19 axb3 
exf4 20 Bxf4 We5! 21 Bdfl a6 (Black 
has a good game) 22 Wf2 (or 22 Bh4 
*g8! 23 Wh6 V 2 -V 2 Ciri6-Gheorghiu, 
Wijk aan Zee 1968; Black is fine after 

23...«g7) 22...f6 23 h4 Bf7 24 <±>gl 
JSdfB with a slight advantage for Black, 
Jansa-Furman, Harrachov 1966. 

18.. .£>xb319 axb3 dxe5 20 Wf2 f5 
(D) 

This position seems to favour Black. 
Not so good is 20...Exdl 21 Wf6+ 
4>g8 22 Bxdl and White is slightly 
better. 

21 b4!? 

White’s idea is to draw Black’s 
queen away from control of the d8- 
square. The immediate 21 Bxd8 is met 
by 21...Wxd8 22 Wxa7 fxe4 23 Sxf8 
Wxf8 24 We3 (worse is 24 £>dl? e3, 
when both 25 5)xe3 Wf2! and 25 
Wxe3 Wf 1+ 26 Wgl jLxg2+ will put a 
smile on Black’s face) 24.. Mf4 25 



£idl Wfl+ 26 Wgl We2 27 £>e3 h5 
with advantage for Black. 

21...Wxb4 22 Bxd8 Bxd8 23 exf5 
g5! 

This move is an improvement over 

23...Wf4? 24 We 1! with a clear advan¬ 
tage for White, Sagalovich-Baumbach, 
Belorussia-E.Germany 1968. 

After 23...g5! Black’s powerful 
bishop gives him the advantage. Mar¬ 
tin Gonzalez-Bellon, Olot 1974 con¬ 
tinued 24 f6+ *f7 25 We3 Wh4 26 
<±>h2 (26 Wxe5?? Wxh3+) 26...g4 27 
Wxe5 g3+ 28 Wxg3 (28 *gl Wd4+ is a 
winning ending for Black) 28...Wxg3+ 
29 *xg3 Bg8+ 30 *f4 Bxg2 31 *e5 
Bg3 (31...Bxc2? 32 Sgl gives White 
counterplay) 32 h4 Be3+ 33 <4tf4 Bh3 
34 Bf2 Bxh4+ 35 *g5 Bhl 36 £>e2 
h6+ 37 *f5 Bh5+ 38 *g4 Bg5+ 39 
&h4 Bg2 and Black won easily. 



5 The Death of a Variation: 
7...£)a5 refuted 


After 1 e4 c5 2 4lf3 4lc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 
£ixd4 g6 5 £ic3 Ag7 6 Ae3 £sf6 7 
Ac4 our main focus in this chapter 
will centre around: 

7...£>a5? (D) 

Two other bad possibilities are: 

1) 7...5)xe4?? (Black tries to be 
tricky but in the end he traps himself!) 
8 £)xe4 d5 9 Ab5 and White wins. 

2) 7..Mc7'!\ (far too passive) 8 
Ab3 a6 9 f3 £>e5 10 *62 d6 11 g4 h6 
12 0-0-0 b5 13 g3 hxgS 14 Axg5 Ab7 
15 f4 £ied7 16 £>d5 Axd5 17 exd5 
‘Sic5 18 f5 ± Stein-Aronin, USSR Ch 
1962. 



At one time 7...£>a5 was extremely 
popular and Black won many nice 
games using it. Then a stunning refu¬ 
tation appeared and wiped the line 
from the face of the tournament map. 

8 JLxf7+! 


Before this surprising move was 
discovered White had tried: 

1) 8 Ab3 and now: 

la) 8...0-0? turns out to be a big 
mistake! After 9 e5! £)e8? (9...£lxb3 
10 exf6 £>xal 11 fxg7 £>xc2+ 12 
#xc2 &xg7 13 f4, as in Bastrikov- 
Shamkovich, USSR Ch 1958, is bet¬ 
ter, but also bad for Black) 10 Ax 17+! 
Sxf7 (10...-*^ 11 &e6! *xe6 12 
Wd5+ *f5 13 g4+ *xg4 14 Bgl+ 
*h4 15 Ag5+ *h5 16#dl+ Hf3 17 
#xf3#) 11 £>e6 White won Black’s 
queen and easily achieved a victory in 
Fischer-Reshevsky, USA Ch (New 
York) 1958/9. 

lb) 8...£>xb3 9 axb3 (9 £sxb3 d6 

10 f3 Ae6 11 Wd2 Ac4 12 0-0-0 Wc7 
13 't’bl b5 ¥ Suetin-Kotkov, USSR 
1962) 9...0-0 (9...d6 10 f3 Ad7 allows 
White to go after Black in typical 
Yugoslav Attack style: 11 g4 a6 12 h4 
h6 13 #d2 Hc8 14 h5 ± Fischer- 
Leopoldi, Bay City 1963) 10 0-0 (10 
f3!? d5! 11 e5 £>e8 12 f4 £k:7 13#d2 
f6 led to mutual chances in Mini6-Pirc, 
Yugoslav Ch 1961; White has use of 
the d4-square but Black has the two 
bishops and a solid position) 10...d5 

11 £>db5 Ad7 12 exd5 Axb5 13 
5)xb5 4lxd5 14 Axa7 Axb2 = Valvo- 
Benko, USA 1962. 

2) 8 Ad3 0-0 9 £>d5 £>c6 10 
&xf6+ Axf6 11 c3 d5! 12 £>xc6 bxc6 
13 0-0 e5 14 f4 exf4 15 Axf4 #66+ 
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16 ihl Ag7 = tiri6-Pirc, Yugoslav 
Ch 1963. 

3) 8 Ae2 and now: 

3a) 8...d6 is possible but it takes 
away an important idea from Black, 
namely that of playing ...d7-d5 in one 
move; Estrin-Adler, USSR 1963 con¬ 
tinued 9 g4 h6 10 f3 (White switches 
to a set-up similar to the Yugoslav At¬ 
tack) 10...Ad7 11 *d2 Sc8 12 0-0-0 
£k;4 13 Axc4Bxc414h4«fa5 15±bl 
a6 16 £>b3 #c7 17 g5 hxg5 18 hxg5 
Sxhl 19 Sxhl ±. 

3b) 8...0-0 9 0-0 (now berserker at¬ 
tacks like 9 g4? may be met by 9...d5! 
with counterplay in the centre) 9...d6 
(9...d5?! 10 exd5 £>xd5 11 &xd5 
lfxd5 12 £>b5! Ifxdl 13 Haxdl £>c6 
14 c3 a6 15 foci Bb8 16 Ac5 leaves 
White with the better ending, Fischer- 
Bertok, Bled 1961) 10 f4 Ad7 11 £>b3 
Ac6. According to Levy, Black has 
now reached a satisfactory Classical 
Dragon position and there is no way 
for White to obtain any advantage: 12 
Ad4 (or 12 #d3 &d7 13 Af3 *hx b3 
14 cxb3 &c5 15 #c2 Wd7 16 e5 Hac8 
with equality, Keres-Benko, Curasao 
Ct 1962) 12...a6 13 e5?! (a little too 
gung-ho; better is 13 Wd3 with equal¬ 
ity) 13...&e8 14 tti3 b5 15 &xa5 
#xa5 16 Af3 Axf3 17 l r xf3 dxe5 
18 fxe5 £lc7 19 lBfe3 b4 with a slight 
advantage for Black, Stein-A.Zaitsev, 
USSR Ch 1962. 

8.. .*xf7 9 e5 (D) 

9.. .d5 

There’s no good way out for Black: 

1) 9...£>e8? 10 5)e6! *xe6 11 
Wd5+ &f5 12 g4+ leads to mate. 

2) 9...&g8? 10 £te6 Hfe8 11 *f3+ 
followed by 12 wins material for 
White. 



3) After9...£fo5!?, 10^0+?!*e8 
11 g4 Bf8 12 «fe4 d5 13 &xd5 Axg4 

14 $Sb5 Af3 is not clear. However, the 
immediate 10 g4 should prove advan¬ 
tageous for White. 

4) 9...&c4!?10exf6£xf6 11 We2! 
(also reasonable is 11 0-0 £>xb2 12 
«T3 *g7 13 Wd5 «Tg8 14 «fb5 £ic4 

15 *hd5 with a strong initiative, 
Govbinder-Goliak, USSR 1963; less 
good is 11 *U3 d5 12 0-0-0 e5! 13 
£>b3 Ae6 14 *hxd5 £>xb2! 15 Wb5 
£>xdl 16 Bxdl b6 17 f4 exf4 18 £>xf6 
#xf6 19 Ad4 Wf5 and Black is better, 
Shaposhnikov-A.Zaitsev, 6th USSR 
corr Ch) 11 ...d5 (Black would lose 
crucial time with his knight after 

ll...£>xb2 12 0-0!) 12 0-0-0 <±>g7? 
(better is 12...#b6! 13 £>db5 £>xe3 14 
fxe3 a6 15 £>d4 e6, when it’s a battle 
between Black’s two bishops and 
White’s attacking chances; after 16 
h4! Black’s king will not be happy for 
a long time) 13 h4 h5 14 Ag5 Axg5+ 
15 hxg5 Ag4 16 *hc6+ <£>e8 17 Wxc4! 
Axe6 18 &xd5 Bc8 19 #b3 Wd6 20 
Hhel *f7 21 *ff3+ Af5 22 Hxe7+ 
1-0 Honfi-A.Zaitsev, Hungary 1963. 
It’s all over since 22,.Mxc7 23 £>xe7 
Bxc2+ 24 *bl Bxf2+ 25 &xf5 Hxf3 
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26 5id6+ followed by 27 gxf3 is com¬ 
pletely hopeless for Black. 

10exf6ilxf6 11 Wf3<£c6 

Queried by Levy but everything 
else also seems to be bad: 

1) 1 l...e5? 12 &xd5 exd413 Axd4 
Be8+ 14 <£fl He6 15 Axf6 Bxf6 16 
5)xf6 Wxf6 17 lfd5+ is a lost cause. 

2) ll...e6 12 0-0-0 *g7 13 h4 
(weak is 13 Wh3 e5 14 £>e6+ Axe 6 15 
Wxe6 d4 16 £>e4 Wc7 ¥ Gragger-Pirc, 
Reggio Emilia 1961/2) 13...&c6 (per¬ 
haps 13...h5 is a tougher defence) 14 
h5 e5 15 h6+ *f7 16 &db5 d4 17 &e4 
Af5 18 £>bd6+ *e6 19 £>xb7 Wb6 20 


£>bc5+ d?e7 21 g4 and White has a 
winning attack, though in Shaposhni- 
kov-Altschuler, 6th USSR corr Ch 
1963 he somehow failed to win. 

12 0-0-0 e6 13 fihel 

13 h4 h5 14 Ag5 was recom¬ 
mended by Boleslavsky. 

13..J3e8 14 Ag5 Bf8 15 Wf4 <&g8 
16 Axf6 #xf6 17 Wxf6 Sxf6 18 
£>xc6 bxc6 19 f3 

Ivkov-Soos, Varna OL 1962. White’s 
better minor piece (good knight vs bad 
bishop) and Black’s backward pawn 
on e6 equal a superior endgame for 
White. 



6 An Unimpressive 
Variation: 5 Jtc4 


1 e4 c5 2 4M3 £>c6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £>xd4 

g6 

After Black shows his intention of 
playing the Accelerated Dragon, 
White usually responds with either 5 
£>c3 or 5 c4. In this short chapter we 
will examine a third, rather unusual al¬ 
ternative. 

5 £c4 (D) 



Black’s best responses are: 

A: 5...£g7 106 

B: 5...Wa5+ 107 

A) 

5...£g7 

Giving White the option of trans¬ 
posing into normal Accelerated lines 
with 6 Ae3 £>f6 7 £k;3. 

6£ixc6 

White has also tried: 


1) 6 £>f3 £tf6 7 £>c3 0-0 8 0-0 d6 
occurred in Pimenov-Bastrikov, Ere¬ 
van 1955. White went on to win this 
game but his whole set-up seems pretty 
lame to us. 

2) 6 £>e2 &f6 7 5}bc3 is also un¬ 
impressive but White has managed to 
build up a large plus score from this 
position! After 7...0-0 White has tried: 

2a) 8 0-0 a6 9 a4 d6 10 *hl Ad7 

11 £g5 2c8 12 «fd2 £>e5 13 Ab3, 
W.Rahman-Pazos, Novi Sad OL 1990, 
and now instead of 13..JLe6, Black 
could have secured a good game with 
the obvious 13...£>c4. 

2b) 8 f3 Wb6 9 $Lb3 a5 10 a4 d5 11 
exd5 2d8 12 i.g5 £>b4 13 Wd4 #xd4 

14 £>xd4 5ifxd5 15 £>xd5 £>xd5 16 
0-0-0 h6 17 £>b5 hxg5 18 Axd5 2d7 
19 c3, and Black found himself in a 
bind in Landa-Haik, Cannes 1992. 
One gets the impression that Black 
was so intent on punishing White for 
his horrible’ opening play that he 
ended up pushing himself over a cliff! 

3) 6 c3 £tf6 7 &xc6 bxc6 8 e5 &g8 
9 *fe2 f6 10 £xg8 2xg8 11 exf6 ±xf6 

12 0-0 Wa5 13 2el £a6 14 We4 *f7 

15 5M2 Wf5 led to a reasonable game 
for Black in Aleksandrov-Korchnoi, 
Riga 1955, though he later employed 
an incorrect plan and lost. 

6...bxc6 

White’s capture on c6 has only led 
to a strengthening of Black’s centre. 
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7 0-0lfc7 

7.. .e6 8 &c3 is also interesting. 
Then Korchnoi recommends 8...Wc7 
intending 9...&ge7,10...0-0 and ll...d5. 
Instead in Lyskov-Liberzon, USSR 
1956, Black rushed his central activity 
with 8...d5? but 9 exd5 cxd5 10 5ixd5! 
exd5 11 Axd5 £e 6 12 &xa8 #xa8 13 
#d6 left White with the advantage. 

8 Bel d6 9 £>c3 £>f6 10 h3 0-0 11 
.fi.g5 h612 &e3 £b713 Wd2 <4>h714 
Sadi Bad8 

Van t’Hof-Pigusov, Dordrecht 1988. 
Black’s preparations for his ...d6-d5 
advance ensure him good chances. 

B) 

5.. .#a5+ (D) 



Though 5....fi.g7 is completely ade¬ 
quate, this queen check is very appeal¬ 
ing. 


6 c3 

Or: 

1) 6 ,fi.d2?? Wc5! wins material 
since 7 £}xc6 Wxc4 lays claim to the 
e4-pawn and 7 &b5 1 B r xc4 8 £>c7+ 
4^8 9 £>xa8 #xe4+ is hopeless for 
White because the knight on a8 will 
eventually be scooped up by Black’s 
pieces. 

2) 6&c3i.g7(6...#c5!?)7&de2 
£>f6 8 0-0 0-0 9 .fi.e3?! (Rajkovid rec¬ 
ommends 9 a3 b5 10 J&.a2) 9...b5! 10 
Ab3 (10 .fi.xb5 £>xe4 11 Axc6 £lxc3 
12 £\xc3 dxc6 favours Black) 10...b4 
11 £>d5 £>xe4 12 a3 £xb2 13 Ah6 
Aa6 and White is lost, Ivanovi6-Raj- 
kovi£, Yugoslav Ch 1981. 

6.. .£>f6 7 0-0 ,fi.g7 

7.. .£>xe4 is risky. After 8 Bel Black 
has opened up the centre while his 
king is still residing there. 

8 Bel 0-0 

Black has already achieved equal¬ 
ity. Saltaev-Serper, Uzbekistan 1992 
continued 9 .fi.fl d6 10 £>d2 .fi.d7 11 
£>2b3 #b6 12 a4 &xd4!? 13 cxd4 
Bac8 14 a5 #c7 15 £.d3 a6 16 *fe2 e5 
17 d5 &h5 18 g3 f5 19 f3 fxe4 20 fxe4 
ib5! 21 .fi.xb5 axb5 22 #xb5 #c4!? 
(22...1fc2 is also possible) 23 Wxc4 
Bxc4 24 £g5 Bc2 25 Bfl Bxb2 26 
Bxf8+ i.xf8 27 £>d2 h6 28 £e3 £>f6 
29 h3 h5 30Bel Ba2 31 Bbl Bxa5 32 
Bxb7 Ba4 33 Bb8 *f7 34 Bb7+ *g8 
35 Bb8 *f7 36 Bb7+ *g8 37 Bb8 
V 2 -V 2 . 



7 Attempts at Refutation: 
Lines with £*xc6 


Ie4c52&f3£lc63d4cxd44£lxd4 

g6 

In this chapter we will analyse lines 
where White chooses to make an early 
capture on c6. The two ways for him 
to go about this are: 

A: 5 £>xc6 108 

B: 5<ac3£.g7 6£e3£>f6 
7£>xc6 112 


A) 

5 £>xc6 (D) 



White begins an instant assault on 
the black position, an assault that must 
fail since White has virtually no pieces 
developed! The exchange on c6 is usu¬ 
ally wrong since Black, by recapturing 
towards the centre, gains a secure hold 
on the d5-square and thus makes it in¬ 
accessible to White’s pieces. 


5.. .bxc6 

5.. .dxc6 6 #xd8+ 4>xd8 is proba¬ 
bly good enough for equality. 

6lfd4 

The point of 5 £ixc6. Alternatives 
are completely ineffective: 

1) 6 Ae3 Ag7 (6...£>f6!?) 7 £d4 
£>f6 8 e5 £M5 9 c4 £tf4 followed by 
...£te6 with a good game. 

2) 6£d3£g770-05tf68c40-09 
£ic3 d5 10 h3 Sb8 11 We2 dxe4 12 
5^xe4 £lxe4 13 Axe4 Hfc7 14 Bbl f5 
15 £c2 c5 16 £g5 e5 17 Wd2 £e6 fa¬ 
voured Black in Steiner-Stoltz, Gron¬ 
ingen 1946. 

3) 6£c4&g7 7!ff3£>f6 8 0-0d6 

9 e5? dxe5 10 #xc6+ Ad7 11 Wa6 0-0 
is bad for White. 

4) 6 £.e2 i.g7 7 0-0 lfb6 8 £>a3 
£>f6 9 i.e3 lfxb2 10 £>c4 #b8 11 
Hbl #c7 12 e5 £kI5 gave White insuf¬ 
ficient compensation for a pawn in 
Denker-Stoltz, Groningen 1946. 

6.. .£>f6 

Best, though 6...f6 is also seen on 
occasion. White then has: 

1) 7 h4 £fo6 8 h5 £a6 9 £xa6 
#a5+ 10 £lc3 Wxa6 is slightly better 
for Black. 

2) 7 Jk. c4 is the most popular move: 

2a) 7...e5? (the worst of Black’s 

possibilities) 8 W/d3 £te7 9 £ic3 .fi.b7 

10 f4! exf4 11 JLxf4 d5 12 exd5 cxd5 
13 £b3 lTa5 14 0-0-0 0-0-0 15 £>e4! 
£>f5 16 *hxf6 £d6 17 £d2 Wc5 18 
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Axd5 leaves Black hopelessly lost, 
Dolginin-Antoshin, USSR 1976. 

2b) 7...e680-0^69&c3£rf710 
Ae3 Ag7 11 Hadl 0-0 12 «U2 f5 13 
exf5 gxf5 ¥ Schlechter-Lasker, Hast¬ 
ings 1895. 

2c) 7...£fo6 8 0-0 £tf7 9 Axf7+ 
*xf7 10 e5 Wb6 11 lfc4+ d5! 12 
exd6+ Ae6 13 #c3 exd6 ¥ Kapu- 
Barcza, Hungary 1951. 

2d) 7...Ag780-0(8£>c3£>h69h4 
lfb6 10 »d3 £>g4 11 #g3 f5 12 0-0 
Aa6 ¥ Aleman-Koch, Helsinki 1952) 
8...£>h6 9 £>c3 *fb6! 10 Wxb6 (White 
didn’t want to exchange but both 10 
#d3? £*g4! and 10 #dl? Aa6! are very 
nice for Black) 10...axb6 11 Ae3 Aa6 
(Black can also consider ll...b5!? 12 
Ad3 b4 13 5M1 d6!) 12 Ae2 f5 (also 
good are 12...d6 13 Axb6 Axe2 14 
£>xe2 Hb8 and 12...Axe2!? 13 £>xe2 
b5 followed by 14...d6, ...4^7 and 
...f5) 13 2fel Axe2 ¥ Pilnik-Barcza, 
Budapest 1952. 

3) 7 c4! (this gives White some 
chances for a small advantage) 7...£>h6 
8 Ae2 Ag7 9 0-0 0-0 10 c5 f5 11 lfa4 
(Black seems to be able to handle the 
cramping 11 e5: ll...&f7 12 Ac4 
«c7 13 Axf7+ 2xf7 14 Sel Aa6 15 
£ic3 Eb8 16 flbl d6 17 cxd6 exd6 18 
exd6 Wa5 19 Wh4, Poliak-Simagin, 
T\ila 1950, and now 19...Axc3 20 bxc3 
Sxbl 212e8+ is a draw) 1 l...a5 (worse 
is 1 l...fxe412 £>c3 £>f5 13 £>xe4 $M4 
14 Ac4+ *h8 15 Ag5 ±) 12 £>c3 2b8 
13 a3 «c7 14 *fc4+ ±. 

7e5£>d 5 

The other two knight moves also 
appear to be satisfactory: 

1) 7...thh5(D) has led to good re¬ 
sults for Black. White has several pos¬ 
sible replies: 



la) 8 Ac4 £>g7 9 0-0 is untried. 

lb) 8 g4?! £>g7 9 Ac4 a5 gives 
Black good play. 

lc) 8 e6 Ag7 9 exf7+ <2?xf7 leaves 
Black with a big lead in development. 
Note that Black’s king is perfectly 
safe, since any check by Ac4 or Wc4 
can be met by ...d5. At any rate. Black 
will play ...2f8 and ...&g8 reaching a 
castled position. 

l d) 8 4)c3 and then: 

ldl) 8...#b6 9 We4 f5 10 Wc4 
Ag7 11 f4 d5 12 Wb3 Hb8 13 Ae2 0-0 
14 «fxb6 axb6 15 g3 2d8 16 Af3 Af8 
17 b4 e6 18 a3 Aa6 19 Ad2 *hg7 20 
&f2 £te8 21 Bhbl £k:7 = Beliavsky- 
Karlsson, Lucerne OL 1982. 

Id2) 8...&g7 is also playable: 9 Ac4 
*hf5 10 «ti3 (10 e6 Ag7 11 exf7+ 
*f8 12 #d3 d5 ¥) 10...d5 11 exd6 (11 
£>xd5!?cxd5 12 Axd5 Ad7! 13 Axa8 
*fxa8 14 0-0 Ac6 15 f3 Ag7 16 Af4 
0-0 should be fine for Black) 1 l...Wxd6 
12 0-0 Wxd3 13 Axd3 Ag7 = Chistia- 
kov-Khasin, USSR 1962. 

le) 8 Ae2 &g7 9 £>c3 (9 £>d2!? 
5^e6 10 #h4! is given by Korchnoi as 
unclear, while an old game Leon- 
hardt-R6ti, Berlin 1920 saw Black 
gain the upper hand after 9 0-0 £>e610 
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Wh4 Ag7 11 f4 #b6+ 12 *hl £>d4 
13 Ad3 Aa6 ¥) 9...&e6 10 ffe3 Ag7 
11 f4 (11 0-0 Wa5 12 f4 d6! wins a 
pawn since 13 exd6?? loses the queen 
after 13...Ad4) 11...0-0 12 Ad2? (12 
0-0 is better, but 12...d6! still gives 
Black excellent play since the 13 
exd6?? Ad4 trick is still on; perhaps 
best is 12 Wf2 d613 exd6 exd6 14 0-0 
Ad4 15 Ae3, though lS...*^ still 
leaves Black with a slight initiative) 

12.. .d6 13 exd6 exd614 0-0-0 £>d4 15 
Ad3 Bb8 16 Qa4 c5 17 b3 Ad7 18 
£fo2 Wf6! 19 c3 Bfe8 20 1T2 &xb3+! 
21 axb3 fixb3 22 Ac2 Bxc3! 23 Ax c3 
Wxc3 0-1 W.Adams-Bisguier, USA 
Ch 1954. 

2) 7...£>g8 (this also enjoys a good 
reputation) 8 Ac4 (8 e6 £)f6 trans¬ 
poses to the note to Black’s 8th move) 

8.. .Ag7 9 0-0 f6 10 exf6 (10 Af4 
lfb6 is very comfortable for Black, 
while 10 Axg8 is also easy to handle: 

10.. .2.g8 11 l r h4 fxe5 12 Wxh7 <4>f7 
13 Ah6 e6 14 Axg7 Bxg7 15 Wh6 
Wf6 16 We3 ¥ Akopian-Faibiso- 
vich, USSR 1971) 10...£ixf6 11 Ab3 
d5 12 Af4 (12 c4!? is an untried rec¬ 
ommendation by Korchnoi) 12...0-0 
13 Ae5 e6 14 £lc3 c5 15 Wxc5 £>d7 
16 Wc6 Axe5 17 #xa8 Axc3 18 bxc3 
Wc7 19 Axd5 exd5 20 Wxd5+ is at 
least equal for Black. 

8e6 

White continues his macho display, 
but this only helps Black gain a sig¬ 
nificant lead in development. How¬ 
ever, the alternatives are also useless: 

1) 8 Ac4 Ag7 (8... 1 i r b6 is also 
good: 9 c3 JLg7 10 Axd5 cxd5 11 
1^6 axb6 12 f4 g5! 13 fxg5 Axe5 14 
Ae3 f6 15 gxf6 Axf6 = Yanofsky- 
Stoltz, Groningen 1946) 9 0-0 (9 Axd5 


cxd5 10 Wxd5 Bb8110-00-012 f4 d6 

13 Bel Ae614 We4 dxe515 fxe5 Bb5 
is good for Black) 9...1 r b6 10 We4 0-0 
11 £>d2 d6 12 £tf3 Af5 13 We2 Ag4 

14 exd6 exd6 15 h3 Bfe8 16 Wdl Ae6 
17 Ab3 a5 18 c4 £)b4 led to an excel¬ 
lent game for Black in Sipaila-Silman, 
Reno 1993. The finish is instructive: 
19 Wxd6? Bad8 20 Wg3 a4 21 Axa4 
Axc4 22 Ae3 Wfa6 23 Ab3 Axf 1 24 
Bxf 1 &d5 25 Ad4 Axd4 26 &xd4 c5 
27 £rf5 c4 28 Ac2 Wf6 29 £>h6+ *g7 
30 £>g4 Wxb2 31 Aa4 £>c3 0-1. 

2) 8 c4 (D). This common move 
should not trouble Black. Two an¬ 
swers: 



2a) 8...Wb6 9 We4 (9 Wxb6 £lxb6 

10 b3 Ag7 11 Ab2 d6 was clearly bet¬ 
ter for Black in K.Pohl-Donaldson, 
Winston Salem 1993) 9...5)c7 10 $3c3 
Ag7 11 f4 0-0 12 Ad2 d5 (12...d6!? 
also deserves attention) 13 Wf3 Af5 ¥ 
Chistiakov-Veresov, USSR 1953. 

2b) 8...&b4 9 Wc3 c5 10 Ae3 (10 
e6 f6 11 a3 ®c6 12 exd7+ Wxd7 13 
Ae3 £>d4 14 £ki2 Ab7 15 £>b3 e5 
also favoured Black in Vartapetian- 
Ovseevich, Nikolaev Z1995) 10...Ag7 

11 Axc5 4)c6 12 f4 d6 13 Ad4 dxe5 
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14 Axe 5 £)xe5 15 fxe5 Wei and 
Black’s two bishops give him a clear 
advantage. 

Now we return to the main line after 
8 e6 (D): 



8...f6 

Also good is 8...£}f6: 

1) 9 exd7+ i.xd7 10 Ae2 Ag7 11 
0-0 0-0 12 £>a3 Af5! 13 Va4 Wcl 14 
Jkf3? (better is 14 £k4 with equality) 

14...£>d5 15 Bel?! (15 5k4 is still 
correct) 15...Bab8 16 c3 Bfd8 17 £>c4 
£>b6! 18 £>xb6 Bxb6 19 Wa 5 Bd7 20 
g3? c5! 21 Wa3 c4 22 Ae3 Bb5 23 Baci 
2a5 24 Wb4 e5 25 b3 Ae 6 T Wolff- 
Serper, Baguio City jr Wch 1987. 

2) 9 exf7+ *xf7 and now: 

2a) 10 c4 jkg7 11 Wh4 d5 12 Ae2 
e5 13 0-0 £le4 and Black has the ad¬ 
vantage, Mikenas-E.Andersen, Mu¬ 
nich OL 1936. 

2b) 10 Ad3 Ag7 11 0-0 Bf8 12 
#h4 d5 13 Bel *g8 14 £>c3 Bf7 15 
Ag5 WfS 16 Be2 Bb8 17 &a4 e5! 18 
c3 e4 is better for Black, Lawrence- 
Hodges, Cambridge Springs 1904. 

2c) 10 £)c3, Fluder-Gawlikowski, 
Poland 1953, leads to an initiative for 
Black after 10...d5!. 


2d) 10 Ae2 i.g7 11 h4 #b6 12 
Wa4, Bzuska-Gurgenidze, Sofia 1958, 

12...e5 and Black has a slight advan¬ 
tage. 

9 exd7+ 

Or 9 c4 £k7 10 exd7+ Jkxd7 11 
Ae2 e5 12 Wd2 £>e6 13 0-0 Wcl 14 
£>c3 Bd8 15 £>e4 Ae 7 16 1^6 £>d4 
17 ±d3 £>f5 18 Wh3 0-0 19 c5 iLe6 
20 Jkh6? Bxd3 with a winning game 
for Black in M.Brooks-Donaldson, 
Vancouver 1982. 

9.. Jkxd710iLe2 

Three other possibilities for White 
in this position: 

1) White can try to prevent Black 
from playing ...e5 by 10 f4 but this ul¬ 
timately helps Black open lines of at¬ 
tack: 10..Jkg7 11 ±d3 0-0 12 0-0 e5! 
and Black’s lead in development gives 
him a clear advantage, Little-Silman, 
USA 1974. 

2) 10 £c4 e5 11 Wdl (Korchnoi’s 
suggestion of 11 We4 followed by 
£>c3 is better) ll..JLe6 12 We2 Ac5 
13 0-00-0 14 5)c3 Wei 15 l.h6 Bfd8 
16 £\e4 Ab6 and Black had the advan¬ 
tage in Motamedi-Donaldson, Port¬ 
land 1985. 

3) 10 M3 e5 11 Wh4 Ag7 12 0-0 
0-0 13 Bdl Wc7 14 £.c4 Ae6 15 £>c3 
Bad8 16 i.h6?? g5! 17 Wh5 Af7 18 
Jkxd5 (18 Wh3 3)f4 drops the bishop 
on h6) 18...cxd5 19 Wh3 ±xh6 20 
#xh6 d4 21 £>b5 Wb6 22 a4 Ag6! 
and Black went on to win in Balinas- 
Donaldson, Reno 1994. 

10.. .e5 11 Wdl 

No better is 11 #a4 Bb8 12 c3 Ag7 
13 0-0 0-0 14 Bdl Wc7 15 £>a3 f5 16 
5)c4 *h8 17 Wc2 M6 18 *hl e4 19 
jLd2 Bfe8 20 f3 4.g8 21 Wcl e3 22 
^.el g5 23 g3 f4 and Black has an 



112 


Accelerated Dragons 


overwhelming position, J.Cruz Lima- 
Garcia Martinez, Cuba 1979. 

ll...Ag7 12 c3 0-0 13 £b»3 f5 14 
Ac4 Ae(t15 Wa4 ttc7 

Black stands better, Westol-Botvin- 
nik, Moscow OL1956. The rest of the 
game was rather one-sided but still 
worth checking out: 16 Ae3 tf?h8 17 
AcS Hfb8 18 #c2 Wa5 19 Ad6 Bd8 
20 Ae7 He8 21 Ah4 f4 22 0-0 Af5 23 
We2 h6 24 f3 e4 25 Axd5 Wxd5 26 
fxe4 Bxe4 27 #dl Bb8 28 #cl Be2 
29 Af2 We4 30 b3 f3 31 gxf3 VSd3 32 
Wf4 Sbe8 33 Ad4 Axd4+ 34 «Txd4+ 
l r xd4+ 35 cxd4 Ah3 36 fffcl Hg2+ 
37 *hl Hee2 0-1. 


B) 

5GSc3&g76$Le3Qtf67fcxc6(D) 



This capture has much more justifi¬ 
cation here. White hopes to push the 
black knight back and try for a quick 
assault based on his advantage in space 
and development. 

After 7 £>xc6 Black has two ways 
to recapture: 

Bl: 7...dxc6 112 

B2: 7...bxc6 113 


B1) 

7.. .dxc6 

Black agrees to a slightly inferior 
position in the hopes of holding on and 
making a draw. 

8 Wxd8+ &xd8 9 0-0-0+ 

The sensible move. After 9 Hdl+ 
Black managed to equalize with 9...i>e8 
10 f4 Ae6 11 Ae2 h5 12 0-0 &g4 13 
Axg4 hxg4 14 Ad4 Axd4+ 15 Hxd4 
f5 16 Del < ± > f7 17 exf5 gxf5 in the 
game Luki6-Puc, Yugoslav Ch 1958. 
However, White can improve on his 
play here by not allowing ...£)g4. 

9.. .1e8 

Bad is 9...Ad7? 10 Ae2 e5 11 Ag5 
*c7 12 f4! Ae6 13 f5! gxf5 14 exf5 
Ad7 15 g4 with a strong bind for 
White. Although this is unpleasant. 
Black does have a playable alternative 
in 9...41M7!?. The only example of this 
that we could find saw Black holding 
on comfortably: 10 Ac4 f6 11 f4 sbc7 
12 Sd2 e5 13 g3 £b6 14 Ab3 Ah3 15 
£kil Sad8 16 Hxd2 17 Axd2 
Ac8 18 Hfl £>d7 19 £kl3 exf4 20 
Axf4+ *b6 21 Ae3+ *c7 22 <&f4 
£>e5 23 Ae6 Se8 V 2 -V 2 Granda-Pinal, 
Havana 1985. 

10 h3! 

A simple move that stops ...£>g4 
and keeps the possibility of f2-f4 
open. For this reason 10 f3 is not as 
good: 10...Ae6 11 a3 (11 *bl £id7 12 
£>a4 Jie5 13 &c5 £>xc5 14 Axc5 h5 
15 Ae2 f6 16 h4 *f7 17 g4 Af4 was 
comfortably equal in Mardle-Fazekas, 
British Ch 1959) 11...4M7 12 £>d5 
Sc8 13 £>f4 Ah6 14 Ad2 £>f8 15 
£>xe6 Axd2+ 16 flxd2 £>xe6 17 Ac4 
&d8 18 Axe6 fxe6 = Shiyanovsky- 
Gufeld, Ukrainian Ch 1960. 
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It’s worth mentioning that the eye¬ 
raising 10 e5? £ig4 11 £ib5 turns out 
to be a bad error due to 11.. Jbce5 12 
£d4 cxb5 13 £xb5+ *f8 14 £xe5 
£}xe5 and White is already lost, Olifer- 
Bannik, Ukrainian Ch 1960. 

10.. .£.e611f4h5 12 g3 
White’s advantage in space gives 

him a slight advantage, Rakid-Nedelj- 
kovic, Belgrade 1959. 

B2) 

7.. .bxc6 8 e5 

Black now has two good continua¬ 
tions, each leading to different types 
of play: 

B2a: 8...£>d5 113 
B2b: 8...£>g8 122 

Naturally 8...5 Mi 5?? loses a piece to 
9g4. 

B2a) 

8.. .£id5 

This forcing move offers up a pawn 
for active piece-play and a lead in de¬ 
velopment. 

9 £>xd5 cxdS 10 #xd5 Bb8 (D) 



Now White has the following 
choices: 

B2al: 11 ±c4 113 

B2a2: 110-0-0 117 
B2a3: ll±xa7 118 

B2a1) 

11 iLc4 

Black only has two possible replies 
but both seem adequate: 

B2ala: ll...e6 113 

B2alb: 11...0-0 114 


B2a1a) 

Il...e612 1 itc5i.b7 (D) 



13 0-0-0 

13 0-0 is less threatening. 13...Hc8 
14 Wb4 and now: 

1) 14...i.xe5? allows 15 ±xe6! 
(15 fiadl? i.xh2+ 16 *xh2 Hi4+ 17 
*gl We4! 18 f3 Wxe3+ 19 Hf2 Wb6 
is very good for Black, Diickstein- 
Karlsson, Lucerne 1979) 15...dxe6 
(both 15...fxe616 #xb7 Hb8 17 *xa7 
JLxb2 18 Xtadl and l5..Mcl 16 Ab3 
i.xh2+ 17 *hl JLd6 18 Wh4 0-0 19 
J&.h6 are also good for White) 16 
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#xb7 (16 #65+!?) 16...0-0 17 c3 ± is 
analysis by Wedberg. 

2) 14...#c7 15 Ab5 (Black gets the 
advantage after 15 Ag5? Af8 and 15 
f4 a5! 16 #b5 Axg2 17 *xg2 l r xc4, 
Skuja-Gipslis, Riga 1959, 18 #xc4 
Bxc4 19 Bf2!? d6! 20 exd6 *d7) 

15...Axe5 16 Bfdl iLc6 = Smit-Gips- 
lis, USSR 1959. 

13...flc8 14 #b4 (D) 

14 #xa7 Axg2 15 Bhgl Bxc4 16 
Bxg2 Axe5 17 f4 Axf418 Axf4 Bxf4 
19 #c5 Ba4 20 <4>bl #a8 21 a3 #c6 
22 #xc6 dxc6 23 Bd6 Ba6 24 Bgd2 
0-0 led to an interesting pawn-up end¬ 
game for Black that he eventually 
managed to lose in Galdunts-Kuprei- 
chik, Bad Worishofen 1994. 



14~.Axg2 

Black must avoid 14...#c7? 15 Ag5! 
Af8 16 Wd2 Axg2 17 Bhgl Ae4 18 
Bg3 Ag7 19 #b4 #c5 20 #xc5 Bxc5 
21 Ad3 Ad5 22 f4 with advantage to 
White, Muratov-Veresov, Novgorod 
1961. 

15 Bhgl 

15 Bhel is answered by the simple 

15...Axe5. 

15...Af316 Ag5 


16 Ab5 Ac6 is safe for Black. 

16.. .f617 Axe6!? 

Since 17 exf6 Jlxf6 is nothing for 
Black to fear. White does everything 
he can to sharpen the struggle. 

17.. .Axdl 18 Bxdl Sc7 
Black’s defences are holding. Now 

19 #f4 Bf8 and 19 Ah4 g5 20 #g4 
#e7 both seem defensible and give 
Black good chances of bringing his 
material advantage to bear. 


B2a1b) 

11...0-0 (D) 



It’s nice for Black to get his king to 
safety but the non-forcing nature of 
this move gives White many possibili¬ 
ties. 

120-0 

Others: 

1) Too slow and greedy is 12 
Axa7? Ab7 13 #d2 (13 Wb5 Axg2 
14 #xb8 Wa5+15 b4 #a3 is no better) 

13.. .#c7! 14 Axb8 (14 Ab3 Axg2 15 
&xb8 Bxb8 16 0-0-0 Axhl 17 Bxhl 
#xe5 T) 14...#xc4 15 Aa7 Axg2 16 
Bgl Axe5! 17 c3 (17 Bxg2 loses to 

17.. .Axb2) 17...Ac6, when Black’s 
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two bishops and active pieces com¬ 
bined with White’s insecure king give 
Black the advantage, e.g. 18 J.d4 
&xh2 19 Hg5 (or 19 *h6 e5 20 Wxh2 
exd4 with a winning attack for Black) 

19...£b5 20 0-0-0 *xa2 21 Hxb5 
Wal+ 22 *c2 #a4+ 23 Hb3 Hb8 24 
Ab6 Bxb6 25 #d5 Bxb3 26 #xb3 
#e4+ and Black wins (analysis by 
Adorjan). 

2) An important alternative for 
White is 12 f4. After 12...d6 13 £b3 
(D) (bad is 13 0-0-0 «fc7 14 Ab3 dxe5 
15 fxe5 £f5 16 *Tc5 *xc5 17 Axc5 
Hfc8 18 g4 £xg4 T Lopes-Silva, Por¬ 
tuguese Ch 1978) Black has tried sev¬ 
eral moves: 



2a) 13...«fc7? 14 exd6 exd6 15 
0-0-0 gives Black insufficient com¬ 
pensation for the pawn. 

2b) 13...dxe5 14 #xd8 Ixd8 15 
fxe5 Axe5 16 0-0 is better for White 
according to Baumbach but Donald¬ 
son’s 16...Ae6! gives White very lit¬ 
tle. 

2c) 13..JLb7 and then: 

2cl) 14 Wc4!? leads to great com¬ 
plications which have not really been 
explored yet. In Muir-Stern, coir Wch 


1972, White came out on top after 

14.. .Axg2 15&gl £h3 16 0-0-0 a5 17 
exd6 exd618 »a6! Wi6 19 c3 fifc8 20 
#xa5 Af5? (the losing move) 21 £d4! 
Wh4 22 #xf5! gxf5 23 J.xg7! 1-0. 

2c2) 14 #d2 dxe5 15 0-0-0 exf4 
(another interesting line is 15...Wc7!? 
16Wd7 {16 £xa7 2bd8 17 «T2 exf4) 

16.. .Hf r xd7 17 Sxd7 £xg2 18 2gl 
2b7!) 16 ixf4 offers chances for both 
sides, Hebden-Gerber, London 1987. 
The continuation was 16...Za8 17 #b4 
»b6 18 *xb6 axb6 19 Hd7 Axg2 20 
Hgl e5 21 jke3 i.c6 22 2c7 £f3 23 
£xb6 e4 24 2e7 £h6+ 25 *bl Af4 
26 h3 ±d6 27 2d7 £h2 28 Hf 1 h5 29 
a4 g5 30 Sd5 g4 and 0-1 in 54. 

2d) 13...a5 (Baumbach considers 
this to be best) 14 0-0 Ab7 (14.. JLa6 
15 2f2 dxe5 16 *Txd8 2bxd8 17 fxe5 
Axe5 18 c3 2d7 19 £b6 Jicl 20 
Axc7 2xc7 21 llel Ha7 22 2e5 Ac8, 
Krystall-Freeman, US Open 1973, 
and now 23 2f4 wins a pawn) 15 Vtc4 
2c8 16 !ti3 dxe5 (after 16...*fc7 17 
e6 f5,18 iLd4? allowed the equalizing 

18.. JLa6 in Gheorghiu-Forintos, Ljub¬ 
ljana 1969, but Baumbach’s suggestion 
18c3 Wc619 Wc2 leaves White a com¬ 
fortable pawn ahead) 17 #xd8 2cxd8 
18 f5 (Krystall prefers White after 18 
fxe5 Axe5 19 c3) 18...e419 c3 Jid5 20 
i.b6 2b8 21 Ac7 J&xb3 22 &xb8 
Ac4 23 £icl Axf 1 24 Hxf 1 a4 is equal 
since 25 2f4 is met by 25...2c8 26 
£a5 gxf5 27 2xf5 a3!. 

Leaving 12 f4 behind, we now will 
take a look at two other sharp tries for 
White: 

3) 12 Zdl!? (a move that was suc¬ 
cessfully played once but has not been 
heard from again) 12...Wc7 (12...2xb2 
13 £b3 traps the enemy rook) 13 jkb3 
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JlLb7? (13.. JLxe5 seems fine for Black) 
14 Wc5 (not 14 Wxdll #xe5 15 0-0 
»e4!) l4..Mxe5 15 ltxe5 ±xe5 16 
0-0 iLa6 17 Bfel ±xb2 18 Ah6! and 
Black is losing this endgame, Holuj- 
Pogorevici, Bucharest 1959. 

4) 12 0-0-0 d6 13 jkxa7 Bb4 14 
,£.b3?! (Frolov claims a small plus for 
White with 14 Jkc5! 6 {14...e6 15 
Wxd6 Wxd6 16 ±xd6 Bxc4 17 i.xf8 
JLxf8 18 fihel ±( 15 Wxe6 fxe6 16 
Axe6+ *h8 17 £.xb4 £xe5 18 f3) 

14...«c7 15 exd6 Wxa7 16 d7 Bxb3 
17 dxcSW ±xb2+ 18 *bl Bb8 19 
Wlri Ag7+ 20 *cl ilb2+ 21 *bl 
jLg7+ V 2 -V 2 Frolov-Shabalov, USSR 
Ch (Moscow) 1991. 

Returning to the position after 12 
0-0 (D): 



12.. .WC7 

12.. .1Lb7!? has been considered an 
error for many years, but now some 
players (most notably Shabalov) are 
questioning that view: 13 Wd3 (Black 
gets the advantage after both 13 ^2? 
•fc7 14 Ab3 itxe5 15 f4 ±xb2 16 
Sadi d6 T Zvorikina-Volpert, Plovdiv 
1959 and 13 »d4? #c7 14 f4 d6 15 
iLb3 dxe5 16 #c5 Sbc8 17 Wxc7 


Sxc7, which is slightly better for 
Black, Shiyanovsky-Savon, Baku 1961) 

13...ixe5 (13...Wc7 14 f4 Sfd8 15 
£.b3 Sbc8 16 We2 d6 17 f5 gxf5 18 
Sxf5 ± Kostro-Kraidman, Budapest 
1959) 14 Axa7 (14 Ah6 Se8 15 f4 
#b6+ 16 *hl Jlxb2 17 Sabi Wc6 18 
Sf3 iLf6 19 Sg3 iLa6 0-1 Margulis- 
Shabalov, Los Angeles 1997) 14...2c8 

15 £.d4 £.xh2+ (15...±xd4 16 #xd4 
e5 17 #g4 d5 18 ±b3 d419 Sfel Wf6 
20 Sadi h5 21 «h3 Bfd8 22 c3 ± 
Langeweg-Geller, Beverwijk 1965) 

16 *xh2 ft 7+ 17 *gl fxc4 18 
fxc4 Sxc4 19 c3 f6 20 i.e3 Ba8 21 
Bfdl Sg4 22 Bxd7 Bxg2+ 23 *fl 
iLf3 24 Jkf4 Sg4 25 JLg3 Se4 26 b3 
Sa5 27 Bel Bh5 0-1 Lhagvasuren- 
Berend, Novi Sad OL 1990. 

13 i.f4 

The alternatives are: 

1) 13 f4 d6 14 exd6 exd6 15 £ b3 
and now Black can play: 

la) 15..Jkb7 16 fg5 (16 Wd2!? 
looks better) 16..JLe417 c3 a5 18 Bf2 
a4, Handrani-Antunes, Moscow OL 
1994, and now, seeing that 19 J&.xa4 is 
met by 19...Bxb2! 20 Bxb2 fxc3. 
White panicked and dropped a piece 
with 19 Jfc.d5?? h6 20 fg4 jLxd5. 

lb) 15...&e6 16 fd2 jk.xb2 17 
Badl Bfe8 O/ 2 -V 2 Ivkov-Adoijan, Wijk 
aan Zee 1972) 18 h3 i.c3 19 ff2 a5 
20 £d4 £xb3 21 cxb3 a4 22 f5 JLxd4 
23 Bxd4 axb3 24 axb3 Bxb3 25 fxg6 
hxg6 26 Bxd6 V 2 -V 2 Evans-Eliskases, 
Buenos Aires 1960. 

lc) 15...iLxb2 16 Badl Aa6 17 
Bfel £c3 18 i.d2 i.xd2 19 fxd2 
Bfe8 20 fd4 fa5 21 fd2 fc5+ 22 
ff2 Sxel+ 23 Bxel Bb4 with equal¬ 
ity, Krystall-C.Barnes, Santa Monica 
1972. 
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2) 13 #c5!? #xe5 14 #xe5 (14 
#xa7 Bb7 15 #33 #xb2 16 #xb2 
J.xb2 17 Babl J.a3 = Yepez-Verduga, 
Quito 1975) 14...jLxe5 15 Axa7flxb2 
(after 15...Ba8,16 J&.c5 d617 i.a3 &f5 
18 Ad3 Axd3 19 cxd3 Sxa3 20 bxa3 
iLxal was Abdulghafour-Gonzalez, 
Moscow OL1994, while 16 J&.b6 J&.a6 

17 £.xa6 Bxa6 18 iLe3 ilxb2 19 Badl 
d6 20 c4 Sc8 21 Bd2 &a3 22 Bc2 
Bac6 T was Gdanski-Grigore, Santi¬ 
ago jr Wch 1990) 16 JLb3 d617 a4 Ae6 

18 Babl Bxbl 19 Sxbl Ba8 20 £b6 
±c3 21 a5 i.xa5 22 Bal l.xb6 23 
Bxa8+ 4g7 = (analysis by Adotjan). 

13.. JLb7 14 #d4 d6! 15 exd6 

15 Bfel is also reasonable: 

1) 15...dxe5?! was once thought to 
be adequate due to 16 Axe5 Jtxe5 17 
Sxe5 Bfd8 and now after 18 #f4 Ad5 

19 Ab3 Axb3 20 cxb3 Bb5 21 Be4 
#xf4 22 Bxf4 Bd2 23 Sbl Bc5, when 
Black doubles on the seventh with 
...Bcc2 he will have nothing to fear, 
while 18 #c3 Bbc8 19 b3 £d5 20 
#e3 J.xc4 leads to a likely draw. 
However, ECO gives 18 #05 ± and we 
have to agree. 

2) 15...#c6!? should be investi¬ 
gated if Black wants an alternative to 

15...Bfd8. 

3) 15...Bfd8 16 #c3 Bbc8 17 i.b3 
#xc3 18 bxc3 dxe5 19 Axe5 e6 20 
J$.xg7 4xg7 21 Be3 Bc7 =. 

15.. .exd6 

And not 15...#c6? 16 #d5! #xd5 
17 ±xd5 jLxd5 18 dxe7 Bfe8 19 Jix b8 
Bxb8 20 Badl, when White wins. 

16#d3 

16 iLxd6? #c6! is bad for White. 

16.. .£xb2 17 Badl £e5 18 &g3 
Bfc819 jLb3 #c6 

Black has a slight advantage. 


B2a2) 

110-0-0 (D) 



This was never considered to be 
particularly dangerous for Black, but 
now a couple of new ideas are forcing 
Black to take 110-0-0 more seriously. 

ll..JLb7 

Black’s best bet. Two other possi¬ 
bilities: 

1) 1 l...#c7 12 f4 0-0 13 #c5 #b7 
14 b3 d6 15 #xa7 #c6 (or 15...dxe5 
16 #xb7 Jk.xb7 17 Bgl exf4 18 Axf4 
± Zadrima-Anceschi, Forli 1991) 16 
#xb8 Af5 17 #xf8+ ± Colon-Camara, 
Mar del Plata 1962. 

2) 11...0-0 and then: 

2a) 12 £d4 d6 13 exd6 i.e6 14 
#c6 (14 #c5? exd6 15 #c3 Axd4 16 
#xd4 #a5 17 a3 Bb6 followed by 
...Bfb8 gives Black good attacking 
chances) 14...iLxd4 15 Bxd4 exd6 16 
#xd6 #a5 17 #a3 #el+ (worse is 

17...#xa3? 18 bxa3 Axa2 19 *d2 
Bbl 20 g3) 18 Bdl #xf2 19 #f3 #b6 
20 b3 a5 +. 

2b) 12 iLxa7!? deserves serious 
consideration and may cause Black to 
think twice before employing 11 ...0-0. 
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Then 12...e613#d4 Bb714 Ac5 #a5 

15 Ac4 d5 16 i.xf8 Axf8 17 £b3 
didn’t give Black enough for the ex¬ 
change in M.Hoffman-Cording, Ger¬ 
many 1982, while 12..JLb7 13 #b5 
Axg2 14 #xb8 #xb8 15 J.xb8 £xhl 

16 iLc7 led to a victory for White in 
Handoko-Bellon, Surakarta 1982. 

12#d4 

Radulov-Forintos, Hungary 1969 
saw Black get a big advantage after the 
weak 12 #d2? J.xe5 13 iLd4 £.xd4 
14 #xd4 0-0 15 #xd7 #a5 16 Ac4 
JLx g2 17 Bhgl if3 18 Bd3 JLe4 19 
Sc3 (19 Be3? £xc2! 20 *xc2 Bfd8 
wins for Black) 19... 1 Birb6! 20 b3 Vf 6 
21 Bgg3 Bfd8 22 #xa7 Ba8 23 #c7 
jLxc2! and Black went on to win. 

12.. .0.0 13 f4 

13 #xd7? #35! gives Black too 
much play. 

13.. .d6 14 Ac4 

Chopping on a7 deserves a serious 
look: 14 #xa7 #c8 15 #d4 #f5 16 
Ad3 dxe5 17 #c5 #e6 18 i.c4 #g4 
19 #xe7 jS.xg2 20 Bd7 #f5 21 Bhdl 
exf4 22 Ad4 ±xd4 23 Blxd4 f3 24 
#d6 f2 25 Bf4 Bb6 26 #xf8+ 4>xf8 
27 Bxf5 1-0 Potzschmann-Rau, corr 
1987. 

14.. .#c7 

Black has a good game. Stein-Nei, 
USSR 1960 continued 15 &b3 dxe5 
16 fxe5 Jixg2 17 Bhgl Bbd8 18 #xa7 
#xe5 19 JLd4 #f4+ 20 Ae3 #e5 =. 

B2a3) 

11 JiLxa7 (D) 

Recommended by Euwe. The play 
now becomes extremely sharp with a 
draw (naturally!) being the usual re¬ 
sult. 



11.. .Bxb2 12 £d4 

It is important to bring this bishop 
back into play. Inferior is 12 jk.c4? e6 
13 #c5 Af8 14 #e3 (14 #d4? #a5+ 

15 c3 Bb7 wins the white bishop) 

14...«a5+ 15 c3 Aa6 16 i.xa6 #xa6 

+. 

12.. .Bxc2 

Inferior is 12...Bb4 (threatening to 
play 13...Bxd4) 13 c3 Bb2 14 c4! (not 
as strong is 14 Ac4 0-0 15 0-0 i.b7 

16 #c5 #a8! intending ...Bc8 and 
...Axg2) 14...e6 (14...£b7 15 Wc5 d6 
16 #a3 wins for White) 15 #a8 Bb7 

16 Jk.e2 ± - analysis by Rachels. 

A good alternative is 12...Bb8 13 
Ac4 0-0 14 0-0 £b7 (14...d6 15 Babl 
Ae6 16 Bxb8 #xb8 17 #b5 #xb5 18 
.&.xb5 dxe5 19 JLe3 J.xa2 20 c4 e4 21 
Bdl At 5 22 g3 e6 23 Bd7 Bc8 24 
i.h6 f5 25 Bd2 Ba8 26 jLc6 Ba7 27 
Bd8+ *f7 28 Bf8+ *e7 29 Be8+ 
*f7 30 Bf8+ *e7 V 2 -V 2 Delanoy- 
Pigusov, Mendrisio 1989) 15 Wc5 and 
now: 

1) 15...d6 16 *fa3 (16 exd6 exd6 

17 Wa7 £xg2 18 *xg2 Ha8 19 «Tb6 
Wd7! forces a draw due to the twin 
threats of ...I[fb8 and ...Wg4+ - analy¬ 
sis by Strauss) 16..WcS (hitting the 
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c4-bishop and also threatening to take 
on g2 following up with ...Wg4+ with 
perpetual) 17 Ael dxe5 18 Ae 3 Wxc2 
19 Bfel Wc6 20 ±fl We6 21 Wa7 
iLd5 + Mitkov-Velimirovi6, Yugoslav 
Ch (Kladovo) 1991. 

2) 15...Bc8 16 Wb4 (16 Wb5!?) 
16...Wc7 17 Ad3 e6 18 flfbl ±d5 19 
Wb6 AxeS 20 Wxc7 Jkxc7 21 a4 Sb8 
22 Ab5 V 2 -V 2 Kleywegt-Brockmann, 
Groningen 1994. 

13 Ji.d3 e6 

Korchnoi claims that White is a lit¬ 
tle better after 13...Bc6 14 0-0 because 
of his passed a-pawn and the fact that 
his light-squared bishop is superior to 
Black’s. Rachels continues the analy¬ 
sis with 14...JL&6 (14...0-0 15 a4 iLb7 

16 Wb3 ±) 15 jLxa6 Bxa6 16 Wb5 
(Soltis-Cvitan, Moscow 1989 went 16 
a4 0-0 17 fifdl Ba5 18 Wb7 Wa8 19 
Wb4 ±xe5 20 AxeS Bxe5 21 Bxd7 
V 2 -V 2 ) 16...Bc6 (16...Wa8? 17 e6! wins 
for White) 17 a4 t. This vindicates 
Korchnoi’s judgement. 

14 Wa8 

Equality results from 14 Wb5 Bc6 
15 0-0 JLa6 16 Wb3 ±xd3 17 Wxd3 
0-0 18 a4 Wa5! 19 Bfbl d6 20 Bb5 
Wa6 21 Wb3 Sfc8, Stein-Nei, USSR 
1960. 

14...Bc6 (D) 

Now White has: 

B2a3a: 15 AbSl? 119 
B2a3b: 150-0 121 

15 #34?! is inferior. Black then has 
three good moves: 

1) 15...«Tg5 16 0-0 AxeS 17 Jkb5 
Bd6 18 Axe5 Wxe5 19 Bfel Wd4 =. 

2) 15...Wh4 16 Ab5 (16 g3 Wg4 

17 f4 Wf3 18*d2 0-0 leaves the white 



king in an unhappy situation, Liicke- 
Sander, Germany 1995) 16...We4+ 17 
*d2 Ah6 +18 *dl 0-0 19 Bel Wg4+ 
20 f3 Wxg2 21 Be2 Wfl+ 22 Bel 
Wxf3+ is winning for Black, P.Larsen- 
Hartung Nielsen, Copenhagen 1995. 

3) 15...#c7 16 0-0 AxeS (16...0-0 
17 &b5 ±) 17 AbS Axd4 18 Wxd4 e5 

19 Bfel Bc 5 (in the previous edition 
we gave 19...Be6 20 Wb4 Wd6 21 
Wxd6 Bxd6 22 Bxe5+ Be6 with a 
likely draw, but 19...Bc5 is stronger) 

20 a4 0-0 21 Wb4 d6 T Loffler-Cla- 
verie, Cannes 1996. 

B2a3a) 

15 AbS'.? Ba6! 

A fun move to play, though Black 
has been successful with 15...Bc2 
lately: 

1) 16 0-0 0-0 17 We4 (17 Bad 
Wc7 18 Bxc2 Wxc2 19 f4 d6 20 Wa7 
We4 T M.Ionescu-Teodorescu, Bu¬ 
charest 1994) 17...Wc7 18 a4 i.b7 19 
We 3 Bc8 20 Bfdl Jk.d5 with equality, 
G.Garcia-L.Garcia, Bogota 1980. 

2) 16 Wa3 Wh4 (16...Wg5 is proba¬ 
bly stronger: 17 0-0 Axe5 18 Axe5 
WxeS 19 Bad Bxcl 20 Bxcl Ab7 21 
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Wb4 Wg5 22 jLxd7+ *d8 23 #b6+ 
*e7 24 Wb4+ *d8 25 Wb6+ V 2 -V 2 
Marin Ionescu-Popovici, Romanian 
worn Ch, Bucharest 1994) 17 Wd3 
fic718 0-0 0-019 f4 ±bl 20 Ab6 Hc6 

21 Axc6 $Lx c6 (White has some 
chances, but Black has enough com¬ 
pensation to hold life and limb to¬ 
gether) 22 a4 f6 23 &c5 Ba8 24 Ad6 
Wg4 25 Hf2 Sxa4 26 Hxa4 £xa4 27 
Wa6 *dl+ 28 Bfl «W4+ 29 *hl h5 
30 Wa8+ *h7 31 exf6 Ac6 32 Wb8 
*fd2 33 Hgl &xg2+ 34 Hxg2 V 2 -V 2 
Doghri-Bojczuk, Moscow 1991. 

16i.xa6lTa5+17*fl! 

This gives Black some problems to 
solve. Funnily enough, 17 4 > e2 leads 
by force to a perpetual check after 

17.. .0-0: 

1) Black gets a winning attack af¬ 
ter 18 lTe4 jkxa6+ 19 *f3 (19 *e3 
Wa3+ 20 *d2 Ah6+ 21 &e3 Wb2+ 

22 Wc2 «Td4+ wins for Black) 19...f6! 
20 exf6 Axf6 21 i.xf6 Bxf6+ 22 *g3 
Wc7+ 23 *h3 (no better is 23 f4 g5 24 
Shfl Ab7 25 «fe3 gxf4+ 26 Hxf4 
Bg6+) 23...&b7 24 #e3 g5 and the 
threat of ...Bh6+ is decisive. 

2) 18 &b7! Wb5+ 19 *e3 Jixbl 
20 Shbl Ah6+ 21 f4 £xf4+ 22 *xf4 
Wd3 23 lfxb7 f6! 24 Hdl?? (also bad 
is 24 Wf3? Wxd4+ 25 *g3 fxe5 26 
Wxf8+ {if 26 !fe2, then 26...g5!} 

26.. . < 4 ) xf8; White’s correct move is 24 
exf6 Wxd4+ 25 *g3 We3+ 26 Wf3 
Wg5+ 27 *h3 #h6+ 28 *g3 Wg5+ 
with a perpetual check - analysis by 
Pokojowczyk) 24...g5+ 25 tf?g4 h5+! 
26 *xh5 Whl+ 27 *g4 fxe5 28 g3 
«ff5+ 29 *h5 lTh3+ 30 *g6 »h7+ 
0-1 Barczay-Pokojowczyk, Subotica 
1981. 

17...0-0 18*e4 


18 Ifxc8? Sxc8 19 &xc8 Hb5+ 20 
&gl Wc4 is good for Black. 

White’s best move, 18 Wa7!, was 
discovered by American Master Duffy 
Hepworth. After 18...Axa6+ 19 igl 
(D) the critical position has been 
reached. 



White is an exchange ahead, but 
Black is better developed and can pick 
up the e-pawn quite easily. Who is bet¬ 
ter? In our pre-game preparation for 
the Rachels-Petursson game at the 
Manila Interzonal, IM Vince McCam- 
bridge, Stuart and I (John Donaldson) 
liked White, using Hepworth’s idea of 
h4 and either h5 or Bh3 to consolidate. 
We focused on 19.. Jbce5 and 19...2c8, 
but couldn’t find any clear route to 
equality for Black. Towards the end of 
our session, GM John Fedorowicz 
stepped into the room and tossed 

19...Wd2 onto the board, but even then 
White seemed to be doing well after 
20 h4 £b5 21 Vtc5 £c6 22 *c3 «fe2 
23 We3. Thus armed, Stuart went off 
to the tournament: 19...Bc8? 20 h4 h5 
(20...AxeS is answered by 21 h5! 
since 21...&b8? 22 «fxd7 Hd8 23 
hxg6! is strong) 21 Bh3 $Lxt5 22 Bf3 
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Axd4 23 #xd4 d5 24 Wf6 #c7 25 Bel 
(premature is 25 g4? hxg4 26 h5?? 
gxf3 27 h6 Wc3 winning) 25...Wdl 
26 Be5 (26 g4? is still premature: 

26...hxg4 27 h5 gxh5 28 Be5 flcl+ 29 
*h2 #c7 30 Bf4 Bc4) 26...Bcl+ 27 
l 4 , h2 Bc7 (White wins after 27...Bc4 
28 Bg3 Bg4 29 Bxg4 hxg4 30 h5) 28 
2g3 We7 29 Bxe6! and White went on 
to score a big victory in Rachels- 
Petursson, Manila IZ 1990. 

Does this constitute a refutation of 
Black’s system? No; after the game 
Petursson showed the correct plan for 
Black: 19...£xe5! 20h4l r d5! 21 Axe5 
(21 Wxa6? ±xd4 22 Bdl Ba8 23 Wd3 
JLxf2+ {23...e5 is also good for Black) 
24 *xf2 Hxa2+ 25 *el #xg2 26 Bfl 
*h2 27 «fe3 ffxh4+ 28 Bf2 d5 is win¬ 
ning for Black since 29 Bdd2 Hal+ 30 
&e2 Whl is too strong - analysis by 
Petursson) 21...Ab7! 22 Bh2 (22 f3 
creates terrible weaknesses in White’s 
camp) 22..Mxe5 23 Bdl £c6 24 #d4 
Wxd4 25 Bxd4 Ba8 26 Bd2 Ad5 27 
Bh3 Bxa2 28 Bxa2 ±xa2 29 Sa3 &d5 
30 f4 with a draw. 

18...iLxa6+ 

Theory usually insists that the other 
capture 18...'ifxa6+ is terrible, based 
on 19 -igl Ab7 20 We3 Ba8 21 h4 
Wc6 22 f3, when Black does not have 
sufficient compensation for the sacri¬ 
ficed material, Shiyanovsky-Volchok, 
Avangaid Ch 1960. However, 20...Wc4! 
is an improvement. In Carstens-Blass, 
Bundesliga 1986/7, White was not 
able to find a solution to his problems 
and he collapsed quickly after 21 f3 
£h6 22 #f2 Wd3 23 Bel Bc8 24 £b6 
Bc2 25 Wf 1 Wc3 26 i.f2 Bxa2 27 Bbl 
£e3 0-l. 

19 <^?gl d6! 


Too slow is 19...Bc8? 20 h4 Bc4 21 
h5 d6 22 hxg6 hxg6 23 #h4 dxe5 24 
Wh7+ &f8 25 jLe3 with material and 
an attack, Shiyanovsky-Zimin, Avan- 
gard Ch 1960. 

20 Bel 

The alternatives are worse: 

1) 20 exd6 loses to 20... Wa4. 

2) 20 f4 dxe5 21 fxe5 Wa4 gives 
Black a strong attack. 

3) 20 h4 dxe5 21 i.b2 Bb8 gives 
Black a winning game. 

20...iLb7 21 #e3 i.h6 22 Wc3 
ttd5 23 f3 Bc8 24 Wb2 Bc4 25 &.t2 
&g7 

Black has a slight advantage - 
analysis by Volchok from Shakhmatny 
Bulletin number 9,1961. 


B2a3b) 

15 0-0 (D) 



White wisely gets his king to safety 
before starting on any adventures. 

15.. .0-0 

15.. .Aa6!7 was once thought to be 
adequate but is now under some fire: 
16 *fxd8+ *xd8 17 £.xa6 2xa6 18 a4 
d6 (interesting is 18...<4^7 19 Bfcl+ 
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Bc6 20 a5 Ba8 21 i.b6+ <4?b7 22 Bxc6 
dxc6 23 f4 £f8 24 Bdl c5 25 Bd7+ 
&c6 26 Sc7+ &b5 ? Ribeiro-Silva, 
Portuguese Ch 1993) 19 f4!? (19 Bfdl 
leads to a draw after 19...'i'd7 20 exd6 
i.xd4 21 Bxd4 Sha8 22 *fl 2xd6 - 
analysis by Boleslavsky) 19...£(17 20 
a5 Bha87! (better is 20...Bc8 but Klom- 
pus claims that White still gets a clear 
advantage after 21 2fdl Bc4 22 iLe3 
d5 23 Bdbl £f8 24 Bb7+ Bc7 25 
Bxc7+ &xc7 26 iLb6+ followed by 27 
2c 1 ±) 21 £b6 dxe5?222acl <4>e8 23 
2fdl! 2xa5 24 i.xa5 2xa5 25 2c8+ 
&c7 26 2c7+ led to a victory for White 
in Klompus-Rettenbacher, coir 1983. 

16i.b5i.a6! 

Inferior is 16...2c2?! 17 IM Wc7 
18 a4 i.b7 19 We3 2c8 20 2fdl ± 
Sakharov-Veresov, USSR 1960. 

17 Wxd8 2xd818 i.xc6 

Also possible is 18 a4 but Black 
appears to have sufficient resources: 

18...i.xb5 19 axb5 2c4 20 2adl 2b8 
21 b6 d6 22 f4 dxe5 23 fxe5 2b7 24 
*f2 if8 25 *e3 ic5 26 i.xc5 2xc5 
27 2d8+ *g7 28 2bl 2xe5+ 29 &d4 
2e2 30 *c5 2c2+ 31 *b5 2xg2 32 
&c6 2xb6+ 33 ^xbd 2xh2, Rajna- 
Marosi, Budapest 1982. The game was 
eventually drawn. 

18.. .1.xfl 19 *xfl 

19 ib6!? 2b8 20 ia7 2c8 21 
i.xd7 2c7 22 i.b8 2b7 23 id6 ic4 
24 2cl i.xe5! 25 ic8 flb5 26 a4 Bd5 
27 ixe5 flxe5 28 f4 Be4 29 i.b7 id5 
30 i.xd5 exd5 31 Bal d4 32 a5 d3 33 
g3 V 2 -V 2 Gelbmann-Ligezinski, Vienna 
Cht 1997. 

19.. .dxc6 20 i.c3 Bd3 

Black skilfully uses his rook to stop 
the white a-pawn from advancing. 

21 Bel Bd5 22 Bel 


Korchnoi gives 22 f4 g5! as equal. 
He was proven correct after 23 fxg5 
ixe5 24 ixe5 Bxe5 V 2 -V 2 in Ribeiro- 
Lopez, Cuba 1996. 

22...Bc5 23 Be3 Bc4 24 i.b2 h5 25 
■tel l 4 > h7 with equality, Kupreichik- 
Petursson, Reykjavik 1980. After 26 
ttdl g5 27 f3 Ba4 28 a3 c5 29 *c2 c4 
30 *c3 <±>g6 31 Be4 <4>f5 Black had 
no problems and a draw was soon 
agreed. 

It appears that 8...4kl5 is alive and 
well. 


B2b) 

8...£>g8 (D) 



loss of time in the hope that he can 
eventually make use of his central pre¬ 
ponderance of pawns. Black will at¬ 
tack the cramping pawn on e5 with 
...d6 or ...f6 and the knight will often 
be recycled to f5 via h6. 

After 8...£}g8 White has two ways 
to defend his important e5-pawn: 
B2bl: 9f4 123 

B2b2: 9ild4 133 
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B2b1) 

9f4 

Now Black usually plays: 

B2bla: 9...f6 123 

B2blb: 9...&h6 129 

Less common are: 

1) 9...d5 10 exd6 (if 10 #d2 then 

10.. .h5!? 11 0-0-0 £ih6 with the idea 
of ...£sf5 and ...0-0 is all right for Black 
according to Strauss) 10...exd6 11 Ac4 
(11 Wd2 £\e7) ll...£>f6 12 0-0 0-0 13 
Wd2 d5 14 Sadi «fc7 = Kupka-Stef- 
anov, Leningrad 1960. It’s clear that 

9.. .d5 deserves more attention. 

2) 9...h5!? followed by ...£ih6 and 
...£lf5 is an untried suggestion that 
pops up in a magazine or book on oc¬ 
casion. 

B2b1a) 

9.. .f6 

Black immediately takes aim at the 
white pawn on e5. White has now tried 
no fewer than six moves: 

B2blal: 10 e6 123 
B2bla2: 10 £d3 124 
B2bla3: 10f5 124 

B2bla4: 10 i.c4 125 
B2bla5: 10 exf6 126 
B2bla6: 10 £d4 127 

B2b1a1) 

10 e6? 

Tricky but bad. 

10.. .d5 

The refutation. Black builds a nice 
centre and plays to surround the e6- 
pawn. Other moves are not nearly so 
effective: 


1) 10...dxe6? allows White to build 
up a strong initiative with 11 Wf3 #c7 
(ll...£d7 12 0-0-0 «Tc8 13 JbcA &h6 

14 £>a4 15 Bxd7! led to a bad 

end for Black in Fichtl-Sajtar, Czech¬ 
oslovak Ch (Prague) 1953) 12 Ab5! 
(stronger than 12 £tt>5 #b7 13 £M4 
£>h6 14 *fxc6+ *f7 15 0-0-0 Bd8? 
{15...£tf5! keeps White's advantage 
to a minimum} 16 £ixe6! Bxdl+ 17 
*xdl Wxc6 18 £kI8+ *e8 19 £>xc6 ± 
Chemikov-Sosonko, Leningrad 1965) 

12...£d7 (or 12....S.b7 13 .S.c4 with a 
clear advantage for White) 13 0-0-0 
Bc8 (13...^h6 loses to 14 Bxd7!) 14 
Ac4 £ih6 15 Bhel £>f7 16 £c5 £h6 

17 Bxd7!, as in Kurkin-Estrin, USSR 
1962. 

2) 10...£>h6? 11 exd7+ *^7 12 
ffxd7+ *xd7 13 Jic4 <4>c 7 14 0-0 £>f5 

15 £c5 £>d6 16 Bfel e5 17 £b3 Be8 

18 Badl £ib7 19 $Le 3 and White's ad¬ 
vantage is obvious, Boleslavsky-Szil- 
agyi, Debrecen 1961. 

11 f5 lfd6 (D) 



This position was tested on several 
occasions before White’s poor results 
led him to abandon the line. 

12#f3 
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In Rakid-Tsarev, Yugoslavia 1966, 
White tried to maintain his pawn-chain 
by 12 g4 but after 12...ffe5 13 #d3 h5 
14 0-0-0 Wxe3+! 15 1^3 Ah6 16 
1 B r xh6 5)xh6 17 fxg6 5)xg4 Black was 
winning. 

12..Me5 (D) 



130-0-0 

Alternatives have not proved any 
better: 

1) 13 Ad3i.h614*f2i.xe3+15 
Wxe3 gxf5 16 Wxe5 fxe5 17 Axf5 
£>h6 18 J&.h3 Sf8+ 19 <±>el £)f5 T 
Samolewicz-Pzorevili, Poland vs Ro¬ 
mania 1959. 

2) 13 £>e2 i.h6 14 Jkf2 gxf5 15 
#h5+ *d8 16 &d4 We4 17 c4 ±xe6 
18 &dl Jke3! T Geissert-Baumbach, 
E.Germany 1961. 

3) 13 g4 h5 14 0-0-0 (14 £>e2 
iSLh6! 15 .&d4 hxg4! 16 Wxg4 #xf5 is 
clearly better for Black) is very inter¬ 
esting and trappy but it should hardly 
prove successful: 14...hxg4 15 H r xg4? 
1 lf r xe3+16 't’bl Oh6! (Black must avoid 
the cute l6...'Vlg5'> 17 £)xd5! cxd5 18 
#84+ 'i’fS 19 Wc6 and White wins) 
17 £>xd5 cxd5 18 #a4+ *f8 19 Wc6 
&b8 20 Wc7 Wb6 and Black wins. 


13.. .1.X63+ 

13.. .#xf5? leads to a hopeless posi¬ 
tion after 14 Wxf5 gxf5 15 i.b5! Ab7 
16 £>xd5 0-0-0 17 £>b6+ axb6 18 
Sxd8+ *xd8 19 i.xb6+ *c8 20 fidl 
£h6+ 21 *bl i.d2 22 Sxd2 £>h6 23 
J&.c4. 

14 Wxe3 JLb6 15 Wxh6 £lxh6 16 
fxg6 hxg6 17 Sel £sg4 18 h3 &e5 

White will lose a pawn and the game 
should go with it. 

B2b1a2) 

10i.d3? 

Another sharp attempt by White 
that falls very short of the mark. 

10.. .fxe5 11 f5 d5! 12 fxg6 13 

gxh7 e4 14 $Le2 Bxh7 

Black’s huge centre gives him a 
clear advantage, Sapunov-Milev, Bul¬ 
garia 1959. 


B2b1a3) 

10 f5? (D) 



One more mad attempt by White to 
blast Black out of the water. 

10...#a5 
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A suggestion of Simagin. 10...fxe5 
11 fxg6 d5 (1 l...£tf612 Ad3 d5 - Ac- 
ers) 12 gxh7 £rf6 also favours Black. 
11 exf6 £)xf6 12 fxg6 #e5 
Acers feels that 12...4ki5! wins eas¬ 
ily. After 12 ...#05 Black has a clear 
advantage: 13 Wd4 <£sg414#xe5 Axe 5 
15 Agl hxg6 16 Ad3 *f7 17 0-0-0 
*g7 18 g3 d6 19 Ae4 d5 and Black’s 
strong pawn centre puts him in con¬ 
trol, Zakharov-Antoshin, USSR 1964. 


B2b1a4) 

10 Ac4! (D) 



This little-known but dangerous 
line was first played by the American 
Master Danny Krystall in 1972. 

10...fxe5 

Taking the pawn is very risky but 
it’s the only way to test White’s move. 
Black might consider 10...d5 but then 
11 exd6 exd6 12 #d2 followed by 13 
0-0-0 is very promising for White. 

Two other possibilities are: 

1) 10...#a5 11 0-0 transposes into 
Krystall-Burstow, Lone Pine 1974. 
See the main line note to White’s 11th 
move. 


2) 10...4tti6 11 0-0 and Black can 
try: 

2a) 1 l...£rf5 12 Ac5! d5 (12...fxe5 

13 fxe5 Bf8 14 g4 &h6 15 Bxf8+ 
Axf8 16 #f3 Aa6 17 Bfl Ag7 18 
Axa6 #a5 19 Ae3 #xa6 20 Axh6 and 
White is winning, Krystall-Strauss, 
Los Angeles 1972) 13 exd6 £>xd6 14 
Bel gave White tremendous pressure 
in Krystall-Batchelder, Los Angeles 
1974. 

2b) 11 ...#c712 exf6 Axf613 foe4 
d5 (13...Ag7 14 f5! foxfS 15 Bxf5 gxf5 

16 #h5+ *d8 17 fogS) 14 &xf6+ 
exf6 15 Ab3 0-0 16 c4 ± (analysis by 
Krystall). 

2c) ll...#a5 12 e6! (stronger than 
12 exf6 Axf6 13 £se4 d5 14 £>xf6+, 
Krystall-Roy, Reseda 1974) 12...d5 
(according to Krystall, both 12...d6 13 
#f3 #c7 14 b4 d5 15 Ab3 Axe6 16 
b5 and 12...dxe6 13 #f3 #c7 14 Bfel 
are very good for White) 13 b4! #xb4 
(13...#c7 14 Ab3 Axe6 15 b5 ±) 14 
5)xd5 #d6 15 foe3 ± (analysis by 
Krystall). 

110-0 

Krystall preferred 11 fxe5 in a game 
he played against Burstow, Lone Pine 
1976: ll...#a5 (Krystall eventually 
rejected this move-order because of 
ll...Axe5 12 0-0 £>f6 13 Ah6 d5 14 
Ag7 Bf8! 15 Axf8 *xf816 Ab3 #d6 

17 h3 Aa6 18 Bf3 *g7 and Black is 
winning) 120-0! #xe5 13 Af7+! 'i’dS 

14 Wd2 £>f615 Bael #h5 (Gheorghiu 
suggested 15..#05, bravely attaching 
an assessment of ‘unclear’ after it) 16 
Bxf6!! exf6 (White would proceed in 
a similar fashion after 16...Axf6) 17 
£ld5 cxd5 18 #a5+ *e7 19 Ag5+! 
1-0 since 19...*xf7 20 Wxd5+ *f8 21 
#d6+ *f7 22 Be7+ leads to mate. 
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ll...exf4 

We will look at three other possi¬ 
bilities. The final one (ll...dS!) is 
probably Black’s best choice: 

1) 11 ...e6? 12 fxeS Jlxe5 13 i.xe6! 
with a clear advantage for White. 

2) ll...e4 12 f5! d5 13 fxg6 dxc4 

14 Wh5 £>f6 15 Hxf6 exf6 16 gxh7+ 
*e7 17 i.c5+ *e6 18 Hdl Wxdl+ 
(18...Wc7 runs into 19 £)xe4!, when 
Black is unable to meet the threat of 20 
i.d6 followed by 21 £)c5+ or simply 
20Hd6+) 19Wxdl if820Wg4+*f7 
21 Wh5+ *g7 22 id4 ie7 23 £ixe4 
and Black is busted - analysis by Krys- 
tall. 

3) 1 l...d5! 12 fxe5! (12 &xd5 cxd5 
13 i.xd5 i.g4! 14 ic6+ i.d7 is good 
for Black, as pointed out by the 
American master William Batchelder) 

12.. .1e6 (trying to stop any sacrifices 
on d5) 13 Wf3 &h6! (Black must avoid 

13.. .1Lxe5? 14£)xd5!) 14i.xh6i.xh6 

15 id3 Wb6+ 16 ^hl We3 - analysis 
by Krystall, who considers the game 
equal. However, it seems to us that 
Black’s pawn-centre, two bishops and 
the potential weakness of the e5-pawn 
give him all the chances (17 £>a4 Hf8 
18 Wxe3 i.xe3 19 Hxf8+ *xf8 20 
Bel ib6 21 £)xb6 axb6 and the vul¬ 
nerable e5-pawn will remain a concern 
for White). 

12ixf4£tf6 

Other moves also leave Black under 
pressure: 

1) 12...Wb6+ 13 *hl Wxb2 14 
5M5. 

2) 12...d5? 13 i.xd5! cxd5 14 
5)xd5. 

3) 12...i.a6!? 13 i.xa6 Wb6+ 14 
*hl Wxa6 15 Wei! £>f6 16 i.h6 
ixh6 17 Bxf6 Wa5 18 Hf3, when 


Krystall claims that White has ade¬ 
quate compensation for the pawn. 

13i.d61i.a6 

Black perishes after 13...exd6 14 
Hel+. If 13...Wb6+ 14 *hl Wxb2 
(14...&d8 was Krystall-Batchelder, 
Newport Beach 1974, and now 15 i.a3 
favours White according to Krystall), 
15 Wei e6 16 i.e5! is decisive. 

14 ixa6 Wb6+ 15 *hl Wxa6 16 
Sell e6 

Black should return the pawn with 

16...0-0, when White’s advantage 
would still be manageable. 

17 £>e4! £>xe4 18 Bxe4 Wb5 19 
Wei! ± Zajic-Adamski, TfebiC 1959. 

B2b1a5) 

10exf6 

This wimpy move makes Black’s 
life easy. 

10.. .£>xf611 ie2 

Even worse is 11 i.c4 d5 12 i.e2 
Bb8 13 b3, after which Black played 
very sharply and earned a winning ad¬ 
vantage with 13...€)g4 14 i.d4 e5! 15 
fxe5 0-0! 16 i.xg4 Wh4+ 17 g3 Wxg4 
18 Wxg4 ixg419 Hfl Hxf 1+ 20 *xf 1 
c5! 21 if2 i.xe5 22 i.el Bf8+ 23 
-±>g2 Bf3 24 h3 Bxc3 25 ixc3 i.xc3 
26 Hfl i.f5 in Computer-Fischer, USA 
1977. 

11.. .0-0 12 0-0 d5 

Or 12...Wa513 Wd2 Hb8 14 Babl d6 

15 a3 £>g4 16 id4 i.xd4+ 17 Wxd4 
Wb6 18 Wxb6 axb6 = A.Fernandes- 
Andersson, Novi Sad OL 1990. 

13i.d4i.f514i.f3Hb8 

=/? Aronin-Geller, Moscow 1950. 
The finish is worth seeing: 15 g4 i.c8 

16 Hbl Hb4 17 a3 Hxd4 18 Wxd4 
£)xg4 19 Wxa7 e5 20 i.xg4 ixg4 21 
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fxe5 &f3 22 #e3 d4 23 Wd2 &xe5 24 
Bxf3 Bxf3 25 Bel Bf5 26 £le4 Wh4 
27 Be2 £f4 28 #el ±xh2+ 29 *hl 
£g3+0-l. 


B2b1a6) 

10 &d4 (D) 



This is White’s most common re- 
ply. 

10...#a5 

The alternatives are: 

1) 10...fxe5? 11 fxe5 e6 led to a 
bloody demise for Black after 12 iLd3 
#h4+ 13 g3 #e7 14 £>e4 #b4+ 15 
£c3 Wb6 16 £ki6+ *e7 17 #f3 5lh6 
18 #f4 *d8 19 £kc4 #c5 20 Aa5+ in 
Wade-Bilek, Teesside 1972. 

2) 10...d5? 11 exd6 #xd6 (11 ...exd6 

12 #f3 the! 13 0-0-0 0-0 141x5 d5 
15 jkc4 Bb8 16 Bhel ± Krogius- 
Buslaev, USSR 1956) 12 #f3 #e6+ 

13 Jke2 A.a6 14 0-0 ±xe2 15 £)xe2 
£>h6 16 Bfel 0-0 17 £>g3 Wd7 18 
Badl #c7 19 Ac5 ± Ivkov-Pirc, Za¬ 
greb 1955. 

3) 10...£sh6. This reasonable move 
was recommended by Boleslavsky. 
White has: 


3a) 11 £>e4? fxe5 12 fxe5 £rf5 13 
£.c3 #b6! +. 

3b) 11 jLd3 0-0 12 0-0 d6 =. 

3c) 11 Jk.c4 (best; it is no easy 
matter for Black to equalize against 
this) ll...£tf5 12 exf6 iLxf6 (worse is 

12.. .exf6 13 ±c5\ d6 {13...d5? begs 
for disaster: 14 &xd5 cxd5 15 iLxd5 
Bb8 16 #62+ £>e7 17 0-0-0 #c7 18 
£.c6+*f7 19 Ad6} 14#e2+#e7 15 
#xe7+ &xe7 16 0-0-0 ± Puhm-Van 
Wijgerden, Strasbourg 1973) 13 J.xf6 
exf6 14 #f3 (this is stronger than 14 
#e2+ #e7 15 #xe7+ *xe7 16 0-0-0 
d5 with equality, Tseitlin-Kapengut, 
Minsk 1969) 14...#e7+15 *d2 #d6+ 
16 "icl and White has a clear advan¬ 
tage, Diickstein-Jansson, Lugano OL 
1968. 

3d) Ilexf6exf6? (Black can proba¬ 
bly equalize with ll..JLxf6! 12 Jkxf6 
exf6) 12 #e2+! (12 Jic5 is not suc¬ 
cessful: 12...d5! 13#d2*n 14 0-0-0 
#a5 7 Malachi-Kagan, Israel 1970) 

12.. .#e7 (White also controls the game 
after 12...*f7 13 0-0-0 d5 14#f2Be8 
15 &e2 Ag4 16 i.xg4 £>xg4 17 #h4 
£lh6 18 g4 ± Kaplan-Juhnke, Stock¬ 
holm 1969) 13 £ke4 4>d8 14 J.c5 We6 
15 £>d6 #d5 16 #c4 #xc4 17 ±xc4 
ilf8 18 0-0-0, Ostoji6-Ree, Wijk aan 
Zee 1969. This position is a disaster 
for Black. 

4) 10...Bb8 11 Bbl #c7 12 exf6 
(12 #e2 Bb4!) 12...^xf6 13 Wd2 d6 
(13...0-0! is more precise) 14 jS.d3 (14 
iLc4!) 14...0-0 15 0-0 i.f5 16 Axf5 
gxf5 17 Bfel #d7 18 ±f2 Bb4 19 a3 

5)e4! 20 £lxe4 Bxe4 21 Bxe4 fxe4 22 
Bel #f5 23 JLxa7 c5! 24 g3 Ba8 25 
iLb6 Jl.xb2 with advantage to Black, 
Fritz-Henley, Training Game 1993. 

11 #e2 



128 


Accelerated Dragons 


White has not discovered any way 
to claim an advantage: 

1) 11 #d2 (D) is a logical move, 
which leads to sharp, unclear play: 



la) ll...£lh6 12 exf6 exf6 13 Ac4 
(13 0-0-0 0-0 14 Ac4+ 4>h8 15 Ab3 
appears to be stronger) 13...d5 14 0-0-0 
and now, in Kovalev-Roizman, Sokol- 
sky mem 1981, Black played 14...iLe6? 
and got wasted after 15 Shel &f7 16 
Bxe6 *xe6 17 We2+ *d7 18 £ixd5 
cxd5 19 Ac3 Bae8 20 Ab5+ 4>d6 21 
Bxd5+ 1-0. Instead of 14...Ae6?, it 
appears that Black can actually take 
the bishop and live: 14...dxc4 15 
Hhel+^n 16 #62 #b4. 

lb) ll...fxe5 12 fxe5 c5 (12...Axe5 
is very risky, since White gains a pow¬ 
erful attack after 13 0-0-0 £>f6 14 IXel 
Axd4 15 #xd4 *f7 16 Ac4+ d5 17 
Shfl) 13 JLe3 (13 Af2 Axe5 14 Ac4 
Sb8 15 Ag3 Axg3+ 16 hxg3 &f6 17 
0-0 Aa6 18 #f4 Bb4 19 Bael *d8 
20 Bxe7 was Mansurov-Ponomariov, 
Yalta 1995) 13...Axe5 (in Pavmon- 
Roizman, USSR 1982, Black tried 
13...Bb8 14 Ac4 Aa6 but he got 
hacked to death after 15 0-0-0!! Axc4 
16 #xd7+ *f7 17 Bhfl+ Axfl 18 


flxfl+ £lf6 19 exf6 Axf6 20 Bxf6+ 
d?xf6 21 $M5+ *e5 22 Af4+ 4>e4 23 
#e6+ *d4 24 Ae3+ 1-0) 14 Ac4 £>f6 

15 0-0 Ab7 and now: 

lbl) 16 Af4 Ad4+ 17 *hl Aa6 
18 Axa6 #xa6 and though Black is 
better White managed to draw in 
Haag-Hennings, Zinnowitz 1966. 

Ib2) Much sharper is 16 Bael 
#b4 (16...0-0-0 17 £>d5 #xd2 18 
£>xe7+ *b8 19 Axd2 £le4 20 Af4 
Axf4 21 Bxf4 £)d6 22 Ad5 Bde8 23 
Axb7 *xb7 24 Bf2 S)f5 25 Bfe2 and 
White went on to win in J.Sikora- 
Kutynec, Prerov 1995) 17 #e2 0-0-0 
18a3#b6 19 'ihl with an unclear po- 
sition. 

2) 11 Ac4?! fxe5 12 fxe5 Axe5 13 
#d3 £lf6 14 0-0-0 Axd4 15 #xd4 d5 

16 #e5 (according to Baumbach, after 

16 Bhel 0-0! both 17 Ab3 Ag4 and 

17 Bxe7 dxc4 18 £>e4 #f5 19 #xc4+ 
£ld5 are bad for White) 16...0-0 17 
£>xd5 cxd5 18 Bxd5 #b4 19 Bd4+ 
*h8 20 h4 (no better is 20 Ad5 #c5 
21 b4 #c3 22 Axa8 Af5 23 Ae4 
#al+) 20...Bb8 21 Ab3 Bb5! and 
White went down to defeat in Masi- 
eev-Baumbach, corr 1972. 

3) 11 exf6 £\xf6 (ll...Axf6 12 
Axf6 5)xf6 is equal according to 
Baumbach; the game Ushakov-Kap- 
engut, Minsk 1969 tested this out: 13 
#d4 0-0 14 0-0-0 Bb8 and Black had 
good chances on the queenside) 12 
Ac4 (12 #d2 turned out badly in 
Vrebek-Romanishin, Teesside 1974: 
12...0-0 13 Ac4+? d5 14 Ab3 £>e4! 
15 £)xe4 #xd2+ 16 £>xd2 Axd4 17 c3 
Ae3 18 g3 e5 19 fxe5 Af2+) 12...Aa6 
(also good is 12...d5!? 13 Ae2 0-0 14 
0-0 Bb8, Diickstein-Benko, Varna OL 
1962) 13 b4 #a3 14 #d3 Axc4 15 
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Wxc4 a5 16 bxa5 Wxa5 17 0-0 e6 18 
g4 0-019 f5, Me§trovi6-Pirc, Yugosla¬ 
via 1964, and now 19...5M5! gives 
Black good play. 

Now we return to the main line after 
11 We2(D): 



ll...fxe5 

Also possible is ll...c5 12 exf6 
£>xf6 13 Ae5 0-0 14 #b5 Wxb5 15 
GSxb5 £b7 16 ^c7 Bac8 17 0-0-0 d6 
18 Ax4+ *h8 19 A.xf6 Bxc7 20 
£xg7+ Sfcxg7 21 Bhel Jkxg2 22 Bd2 
2xf4 23 Bxg2 Bxc4 and Black won in 
a few moves in Stodola-Chemikov, 
Pardubice 1994. 

12 &xe5 

Best. Black gets the initiative after 
12 fxe5 Bb8 (12...£ih6 is Serper’s rec¬ 
ommendation) 13 0-0-0 c5 followed 
by ...Hfb4. 

At one time there was a small debate 
concerning the merits of 12... jbte5 13 
Wxe5 Hlfxe5+ 14 fxe5. Boleslavsky 
claimed the position was a little better 
for White while Romanishin claimed 
equality for Black after 14...£lh6. 
Anstock-Stein, corr 1983 seemed to 
verify Boleslavsky’s views: 14...£tti6 


(14...d5 15 exd6 exd6 16 0-0-0 d5 17 
Ae2 5)f6 18 Bd4 0-0 19 i.f3 JLf5 20 
Bel gave White the better ending in 
Smrcka-Baumbach, corr 1968) 15 0- 
0-0 5ig4 (worse is 15...Bf8 16 Bel 
Bf5 17 ±d3 Sh5 18 Ae4 ± Puc-Pirc, 
Sarajevo 1960) 16 Bel 0-0 17 Ac4+ 
*g7 18 h3 Bf4 19 b3 £>h6 20 fihfl 
Bxfl 21 Bxfl ±bl 22 Sdl &d8 23 
£>e4. This endgame is not pleasant for 
Black. 

13Wc4! Wb6 14 0-0-0 d5 

The mistaken 14...d6?! led to a lot 
of pain for Black after 15 £d4 c5? 16 
5M5! in Ulybin-Maliutin, USSR 1988. 

15Wa4 0-016 i.d4 Wc7 

Both sides have chances. Ulybin- 
Serper, Tbilisi 1989 continued 17 fie 5 
#b6 18 Jkd4 #c7 19 g3 £g4! 20 Ed2 
(20 Bel Af3 21 Bgl c5 gives Black 
active play) 20..Jfc.f3 21 ±g2 Axg2 
22 Bxg2 e6 23 «fa3?! (correct is 23 
&el c5 24 &e5 #b6 25 Bge2 Bac8 
followed by 26...Ec6 with mutual 
chances) 23...Bac8! 24 Bel (24Hfxa7? 
#xa7 25 jfc.xa7 c5 is good for Black 
according to Serper) 24...c5 25 Jke5 
Wb6 26 Bge2 Bc6 27 *hbl ! V 2 -V 2 . The 
idea is 5M2-f3. Serper feels that Black 
would do best to try 27...fld8! threat¬ 
ening ...d4 and ...c4. 

B2b1b) 

9.„.4)h6 (D) 

Black decides to keep the centre 
closed for the moment; he is also try¬ 
ing to get his knight into play (on the 
f5-square) as quickly as possible. 

This system is easier to learn than 
the lines coming from 9...f6. Note that 
both the authors have chosen to play in 
this manner and Kasparov’s adoption 
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of 9...£)h6 gives it quite a lot of credi¬ 
bility. 

10 Wd2 

White’s other choices have given 
Black some nice moments: 

1) 10 €)e4 0-0 11 #d2 d6 12 exd6 
£)f5 gives Black lots of play. Once the 
bishop on g7 breaks free. Black will 
generally end up with a very dynamic 
position (sacrificing a pawn to achieve 
this should be second nature to a true 
Accelerated Dragon player!). 

2) 10 #f3 0-0 is often seen. White’s 
results have been rather dismal: 

2a) 11 Ad3f612 exf6jbcf6130-0 
dS 14 JLc5 #a5 ? Witt-Malich, Ha¬ 
vana OL 1966. 

2b) 110-0-0 d6! 12 #xc6?! (greedy 
and risky! 12 h3 makes more sense, 
but Black should get ample play with 

12.. .#07, while 12...#a5!? also de¬ 
serves a look) 12....&.d7 13 #(15 5)g4 
14 #f3 (14 exd6 £>xe3 15 dxe7 #xe 7 
16 #xd7 #b4 favours Black; also good 
for Black is 14 M4 Ah6! 15 #f3 
dxe5!, when the pin along the h6-cl 
diagonal will prove highly annoying) 

14.. .£>xe3 15 #xe3 M 6 (if White 
ever takes on d6 and lets the g7-bishop 
into play, Black will instantly have a 


very strong attack on the white king) 

16 £>d5 2c8 17 M6 Hc5 18 c4 (the 
tempting 18 £>xe7+ #xe7 19 exd6 
fails to 19...Hxc2+! 20 <4>xc2 Af5+ 21 
*d2 #xd6+ 22 Ad3 #b4+ 23 Sfee2 
JLg4+) 18...±xd5 19 Hxd5 flxd5 20 
cxd5 #a5 21 M4 2c8 22 b3 #xa2 23 
Sel dxe5 24 fxe5 jLh6! (the bishop 
strikes the decisive blow!) 25 #xh6 
#xb3 26 JXe4 2xc4+ 27 2xc4 #xc4+ 
28 *bl #e4+ 29 *cl #xd5 30 #e3 
#xg2 31 #xa7 #hl+ 0-1 Kelson- 
Silman, Reno 1993. 

2c) 11 £.c4 d5! 12 exd6 (12 M3 
allows 12...d4 since 13 0-0-0 runs into 

13.. .1Lg4!) 12...exd6 13 #xc6 loses 
too much time. Black gained a power¬ 
ful attack after 13...£d7 14 #f3 fic8 
15 M3 Ag4 16 #d5 (16 #f2 2xc3!) 

16.. .fie8 17 *d2 2xe3 18 *xe3 #b6+ 
in Fichtl-Gereben, Warsaw 1956. 

3) 10 i.d3 d6 11 #f3 0-0 12 0-0 
dxe5 (12..#07 also gives Black a 
good position) 13 #xc6 &g4 14 jLc5 
Ml 15 #a6 exf4 16 5M5 #b8 17 h3 
#e5 18 £>xe7+ *h8 19 b4 £te3 20 
#b7 M6 21 flael #g5 22 2f2 2ae8 
23 *hl &f6 24 £>c6 id5 25 JLxe3 
fxe3 26 Sfe2 #g3 27 c4 Mc6 28 
Wxc6 M5 0-1 Rohde-Tarjan, Lone 
Pine 1975. 

4) 10 M2 0-0 11 0-0 4lf5 (also 
good is 1 l...f6 12 exf6 £.xf6 13 g4 d5 
14 MS #a5 15 b4 #d8 16 g5 £xc3 

17 gxh6 Jkxal, when White had insuf¬ 
ficient compensation for the exchange 
in Rohde-Waterman, Lone Pine 1975) 
12 Af2 h5 13 £>e4 d614 exd6 exd615 
c3 He8 16 #d3 a5 17 fifel i.a6 18 
#c2 Me2 19 fixe2 d5 left Black with 
an edge in Nurmamedov-Gurgenidze, 
USSR Ch 1960. 

5) 10 jfec4 0-0 (D) and now: 



Attempts at Refutation: Lines with *hxc6 


131 



5a) 11 0-0 d6 12 exd6 exd6 13 
Ad4 Axd4+ (perhaps it’s better to 
play 13...£>f5 14 Axg7 *xg7 15 #d3 
l f b6+ 16 *hl d5! ¥ Pilszyk - Brinck- 
Claussen, Marianske Lazne 1962) 14 
Wxd4 Wb6 15 Wxb6 axb6 16 ±d3 
Af5 17 flfdl d5 left Black comforta¬ 
bly placed in Smirin-Davies, Gausdal 
1990. 

5b) 11 Wd2 d6 12 exd6 exd6 13 
0-0-0 Ag4 14 4)e2 4£tf5 (more enter¬ 
prising than 14...d5 15 h3 dxc4 16 
hxg4 §)xg4 17 Wxd8 Saxd8 = Seid- 
man-Reshevsky, New York 1960/1) 
15 Af2 Bb8 16 Ab3 a5 17 c3 a4 18 
Ac2 Wfa5 gave Black a strong attack in 
Rubezov-Sokolsky, USSR corr Ch 
1962. The continuation was 19 Ad3 
Bb7 20 < 4>c2 Bfb8 21 Bbl d5 22 Shdl 
c5 23 h3 Axe2 24 Axe2 d4 25 cxd4 
#c7 26 Ag4 cxd4+ 27 4>d3 Wc6 28 
Wc2 Wxg2 29 Bgl Wd5 0-1. 

6) 10 Ac5?! 0-0 11 £»e4?! d6! 12 
exd6 exd6 13 Axd6 Ag4 14 Ae2 Be8 
15 £>g3 *^6 16 c4 Bad8 17 Wd2 c5 
18 0-0-0 Bxd6 0-1 Mariano-Donald- 
son, Philadelphia 1997. 

10...0-0 (D) 

Levy recommends the untried line 
10...£rf5 11 Af2h5 12h3h4. 



110-0-0 (D) 

This is the only way for White to try 
for an advantage. 11 h3 is way too 
slow: ll...d6! 12 0-0-0 £rf5 13 Af2c5 
14 g4 (Krystall recommends 14 exd6 
exd6 15 Axc5 Wa5 16 Af2) 14...5M4 
(a nice manoeuvre; Black should al¬ 
ways be ready to sacrifice a pawn to 
get White’s dark-squared bishop and 
queenside chances) 15 Ag2 Bb8 16 
Axd4 cxd4 17 Wxd4 Wa5 18 Bhel 
Ae6 and the threat of ...Bb4 followed 
by ...Sfb8 gives Black a very strong 
attack. Duckstein-Waller, Austria 1969 
continued 19 <±>bl?! Bb4 20 We3 dxe5 
21 fxe5 Bfb8 22 b3 Sc4! (a surprise; 
White has no good square for his 
knight since 23 £kl5 Bxc2! 24 < 4 > xc2 
Wxa2+ gives Black a winning attack) 
23 Sd3 Bc5! (now the white e-pawn 
falls and the Dragon bishop bursts into 
the game) 24 Sedl Axe5 25 Sd8+ 
Sxd8 26 Sxd8+ *g7 27 Sd5! (a great 
try! Note that 27 £kl5? would have 
lost immediately to 21..Mxa2+\ 28 
<S?xa2 Ba5+ 29 &bl Sal#) 27...Ad6 
28 Wd4+ Sfeg8 29 Bxc5 (29 Bxd6 
exd6 30 b4 Wb6 31 £>a4 Bd5! wins 
for Black) 29...Axc5 30 We5 #b4! 
31 &e2 Ad6 32 #e3 *61+. White’s 
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insecure king and Black’s powerful 
bishops give Black a decisive advan¬ 
tage. 



Il...d6! 

White is preparing to shut down the 
h6-knight with h3 and g4, so Black 
creates an immediate central diversion. 
As usual, once the h8-al diagonal 
opens up for the g7-bishop. Black will 
get very good chances on the queen- 
side. Other moves have not worked 
out well for Black: 

1) 11..,16? 12 £c4+ *h8 13 h4 
fxe5 14 h5 gives White a very strong 
attack: 14...exf4 IS .fi.xf4 g5 16 Jkxg5 
&g4 17 We2 &e5 18 h6 ±f6 19 
iLxf6+ exf6 20 Bd6! with a winning 
position, Shiyanovsky-Furman, USSR 
1960. 

2) 1 l...d5 12 h4 #a5 13 h5 Bd8 14 
hxg6 hxg6 15 Wd4 £rf5 16 Wc5 Wxc5 
17 iLxc5 £>g3 18 Bh2 ± Estrin- 
A.Zaitsev, corr 1965. 

3) ll...»a5 12 £.c4 (the critical 
test is 12 h3! £rf5 13 JLf2, when Levy 
recommends a highly dubious piece 
sacrifice: 13...d6 14 g4 dxe5 15 gxf5 
Axf5) 12...Bb8 13 h4 (13 h3 Stf5 14 
£.f2 d5 is fine for Black; also dubious 


is 13 Wd4?l d6 14 Wxa7 Wxa7 15 
£.xa7 Ba8 16 l.d4 £lf517 Bhel idi6! 
18 g3 &xd4 19 Bxd4 dxe5 20 Bde4 
exf4 21 gxf4 e5! T Akaba-B.Boop, 
USA 1991) 13...d614 h5 £>f5 15 hxg6 
hxg6 16 g4 *hxe3 17 Wxe3 ,fi.xg4 18 
Bdgl iLf5. Black, with an extra pawn 
and a queenside counterattack ready 
to begin, has every chance for a suc¬ 
cessful result. Ravinsky-Zilbershtein, 
Leningrad 1963 continued 19 Bg5 
#b6 20 £>dl dxe5 21 Bxf5 gxf5 22 
»h3 Bfd8 23 Wxf5 Sxdl+ 24 4>xdl 
Wd4+ 25 i.d3 exf4 26 Bfl Wxb2 27 
1^7+ *f8 28 Bxf4 #al+ 29 *e2 
We5+ and Black was winning easily. 

12 exd6 

Boleslavsky once claimed an ad¬ 
vantage for White with 12 h3, but 

12.. .£tf5 13.fi.f2c5! 14 i.c4 (14 Axc5 
*a5 gives Black a strong initiative 
while 14 g4 &d4 transposes into the 
very comfortable Diickstein-Waller, 
Austria 1969-see p.131) 14...jLb7 15 
i.d5 ±xd5 16 #xd5?! (16 ®>xd5 e6 
17 &f6+ ±xf6 18 exf6 Wxf6 19 g4 
fod4 20 £xd4 cxd4 21 Wxd4 Vxd4 
22 Bxd4 d5 =) 16...Bb8 17 g4 £>d418 
Jkxd4 cxd4 19 Bxd4 dxe5 20 fxe5 
Wb6 21 £>a4 Wc7 22 Bel Bfc8 T 
Faulks-Donaldson, Bermuda 1995. 

12...exd6 

Also interesting is 12...£)f5!? 13 
.fi.f2 (White gets nothing out of 13 d7 
£>xe3 14 dxc8# #xd2+ 15 S*?xd2 
£>xfl+) and now both 13...5)xd6 and 

13.. .exd6 14 g4 £>e7 15 h3 d5 need 
testing. 

13 Wxd6?! 

A typically greedy computer move. 
More logical is 13 iLd4 iLxd414 Wxd4 
£tf5 with unclear play. Pieri-Soylu, 
Forli 1990 continued 15 Wd2 d5 16 g4 
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£kl6 17 f5!? (going for the gusto) 

17...gxf5 18 Wh6 fxg4 19 h3 £>f5 20 
Wxc6 J.e6 21 hxg4 Wg5+ 22 *bl 
&e3 23 Bel £xg4 24 M3 hS 25 
Bxe3 Wxe3 26 &xd5 #e6 27 We5 
2fe8 28 a3 We5 29 Wc6 *g7 30 Bf 1 
Sab8 31 b3 Bec8 32 Bxf7+ (White’s 
attack has run out of steam so he 
throws everything he has into one 
more desperate assault) 32...‘&xf7 33 
Wg6+ *f8 34 « r h6+ *e8 35 Wg6+ 
d?d8 36 Wg8+ *d7 37 Wf7+ *d6 38 
£>f6 M6 39 Wg7 Bxb3+ 40 cxb3 
Wel+0-1. 

13...Wxd6 14 Bxd6 £>f5 15 Bd3 
M6 16 i.c5 i.xd317 £.xf8 iLxfl 18 
iLxgf7 Jfc.xg219 flgl 4xg7 

Black had a comfortable endgame 
in Fritz2-Kasparov, Germany 1994. 
The finish was rather instructive: 20 
Bxg2 Bb8 21 Be2 Bh8! 22 b3 h5 23 
&b2 h4 (threatening 24...h3 followed 
by 25...Bh4) 24 h3 Bd8 25£>e4£>g3! 
26 £>xg3 hxg3 27 Bg2 Bd4 28 Bxg3 
Bxf4 29 Bc3 Bh4 30 Bxc6? Bxh3 31 
Ba6 g5 32 Bxa7 g4 33 Ba5 Bh6 0-1. 


B2b2) 

9 M4 (D) 



This rather unpopular method of 
defending e5 usually transposes back 
into B2bla6 (9 f4 f6 10 £d4) after 

9.. .f6 (Black’s best move!) 10 f4. How¬ 
ever, Black can choose to try another 
set-up, though it’s by no means clear if 
he is wise to do so. 

After 9 Jkd4 Black has several good 
methods of defence: 

B2b2a: 9...£th6 134 
B2b2b: 9...c5 134 

B2b2c: 9...#a5 135 

We should mention that after 9...f6, 

10 exf6 looks pretty lame: 10...5)xf6 

11 &e4 0-0 12 £>xf6+ i.xf6 13 Ml 
(13 Jkxf6 Bxf614 iLc4+ d5 15 0-0 was 
recommended in one Italian source, 
but 15...e5 seems rather nice for Black, 
who will continue with 16...ile6, 

17.. .Wd6 and 18...Baf8) 13...Wa5+ 
(this leads to very interesting compli¬ 
cations, but 13...d5 followed by 14...e5 
should give Black an easy game with¬ 
out the worry) 14 c3 Bb8 15 b4 Bxb4! 
(the point of Black’s play: a storm 
breaks on White’s uncastled king) 16 
£.xf6 (16 cxb4 Wxb4+17 Wd2 Wxd2+ 
18 £>xd2 JLxd4 19 Bafl Axf2 is very 
good for Black) 16...Bb2 and now: 

1) 17 iLc4+ d5 18 Wcl Bxf2! is a 
bad line for White. 

2) 17 JLM Wxc 3+18 *fl Bxe2! is 
also no good for White. 

3) Another defence that seems to 
give Black good chances is 17 JLd4 e5 
18 £.c4+ d5 19 Wcl Bb7 20 i.xe5 
dxc4 (worse is 20...Be7 21 f4) and 
White is having trouble getting his 
king out of the centre: 21 We3 (21 f4 
Wc5) 21...Be7 22 f4 Bxf4! (Black 
wants more than the draw offered by 

22.. .Wb6) 23 Vxf4 (better is 23 &xf4 
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! r xc3+ 24 *f2 Bxe3 25 jLxe3 H)2+ 
26 ‘igS jkf5, when the vulnerable po¬ 
sition of the white monarch gives Black 
all the chances) 23...Bxe5+ (and not 

23.. .1 f xc3+ 24 *f2 Bxe5 25 Bhcl 
K r b2+ 26 igl and the king is finally 
safe) with a very strong attack for Black. 

4) 17 «fcl Bxe2+! 18 *xe2 J.a6+ 
19 c4 Hxf6 20•±fll f c5211132 £.xc4+ 
and White was suffering in Trajko- 
vi£-Baumbach, corr 1968.22 igl Be6 
23 h4 Be2 24 H>8+ *g7 25 lg3 le5 
26 Wxe5+ Bxe5 27 Bh3 Ba5 28 Bc3 
Ba4 29 a3 JLd5 30 Bel 4>f6 31 g3 e5 
32 f3 e4 33 fxe4 jLxe4 34 Bfl+ <S?e5 
and Black went on to win the end- 
game. 

B2b2a) 

9...£ih6 

This move is not taken seriously in 
most books. 

10e6 0-0 

Other moves also favour White: 

1) 10...i.xd4? 11 !xd4 0-012 exd7 
lxd7 13 lxd7 iLxd7 14 ±c4 Bad8 
15 0-0-0 £>g4 16 Bd2 i.c8 17 Bhdl ± 
Bisguier-Geller, Helsinki OL 1952. 

2) 10...f6 11 exd7+ i.xd7 (or 
1 L.Mxdl 121x4 £rf5 13 lc5 £»d6 
14 lb3 la6 15 *U4 Bd8 16 0-0-0 
*f8 17 Wa4 lc8 18 £>e4 lh6+ 19 
£>bl lb5 20 £lxd6 exd6 21 Bxd6 1-0 
Varavin-Myrvold, Gausdal 1993) 12 
lc4 lf5 13 *f3 Vd6 14 h3 1x6 15 
£>b5! I r b4+ 16 c3 l r xc4 17 £>c7+ 
&d7 18 b3, Diez del Corral-Velimiro- 
vi£, The Hague 1966. Black’s queen is 
trapped but he can get good value with 

18.. .Wxd4 19 cxd4 &xc7. However, 
White retains the initiative after 20 
Bel A.d7 21 d5. 


11 £.xg7 *xg7 12 Wd4+ f6 13 
exd7 J&.xd714 0-0-0 itg4 

ECO claims that White is slightly 
better. 

15 f3 Wxd4 16 Bxd4 J.c817 £d3 

Troianescu-Ghitescu, Romanian 
Ch 1957 continued 17...&f5 18 £.xf5 
gxf5 19 Bhdl ±e6 20 £>a4 Bg8 21 
hc5 *f7 22 Bel £c8 23 g3 with a 
clear advantage for White. 


B2b2b) 

9...c5 (D) 



It seems that White can maintain 
some advantage after this. 

10 jbcc5 

10 Wf3? obviously fails against 

10...cxd4 11 ttxa8 dxc3 but White has 
an interesting alternative in 10 iLe3!? 
#c7 (10...i.xe5? 11 #d5 £xc3+ 12 
bxc3 Hb8 13 #e5 simply loses for 
Black) 11 £c4 £.b7 12 Wd2 lfxe5 13 
0-0-0 £if6 14 Hhel with good com¬ 
pensation, Tukmakov-Weichert, Graz 
1972. The continuation was 14...0-0 
15 Ag5 «xh2 16 f3! #c7 17 Sxe7 
Wb6 18 #d6! Sac8 19 £xf6 £xf6 20 
Oxf7! Hxf7 21 #xb6 i.g5+ 22 *bl 
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axb6 23 Sxd7 and White was win¬ 
ning. 

10.Jtc7 

10.. .Axe5?! is inferior after 11 Wd5 
Axc3+ 12 bxc3 Wa5 (12...flb8? 13 
We5) 13 Wxa8 Wxc3+ 14 *dl Wxc5 
(14... 1 i r xal+? loses to 15 *d2) 15 
Aa6 Wd6+ 16 Ad3 ±. 

11 Ad4Axe512f4 
The alternatives don’t pose Black 
any particular problems: 

1) 12 Ae2 and now: 

la) 12...Ab7 13 Axe5 (13 £>b5 
Wb8 14 Af3 Axf3 15 Wxf3 Axd4 16 
5)xd4, Radulov-Lahti, Raach 1969, 

16...We5+17 £>e2 Bb8 =) lS-.WxeS 

14 0-0 £>f6 15 Af3 Axf3 16 Wxf3 0-0 

17 Bfel Wc5 18 fiadl Bab8 with 
equality, Bradvarevi6-Pirc, Yugoslav 
Ch 1957. 

lb) 12...£rf6 13 Axe5 Wxe5 14 
0-0 0-0?! (14...Ab7! = transposes into 
the Bradvarevi6-Pirc game above; also 
fine for Black is 14...d5! 15 Ab5+ 
*f8! 16 Ac6 Bb8) 15 Af3 Bb8 16 
Bel Wc5? 17 £>a4 Wa5 18 b3 Be8 19 
c4 ± Ivkov-Pachman, Buenos Aires 
1955. 

2) 12 £>b5 Wb8 13 f4 (worse is 13 
Ac4 £if6 14 0-0 0-0 15 Bel Axh2+ 
16 $hl Ab7 T Matsukevich-Livanin, 
USSR 1962) 13...Axd4 14 Wxd4 £>f6 

15 0-0-0 0-0 16 Bel Be8 17 g4 Ab7 

18 Bgl Ac6 = Estrin-Averbakh, Mos¬ 
cow 1968. 

12.. .Axd413 Wxd4 14 g4 

Also possible is 14 0-0-0 0-0 15 
Ac4 Ab7 16 Bd2 d5 (16...d6!?) 17 
Ab3 Bfd8 18 Bhdl ± Tringov-Dam- 
janovid, Ljubljana 1969. 

14.. .Ab715 Bgl 0-016 0-0-0 Bfc8 

16.. .d5 17 We5 (very bad is 17 h4? 
£fc4 18 Ag2 Wxf4+ 19 *bl 5)xc3+ 


20 Wxc3 Bfc8, Cebalo-Ostojid, Yugo¬ 
slav Ch 1968) 17...Wc5 18 Bg3 Bfc8 
19 Ag2 ±. 

17 Bd2 Bab8 18 Bg3 a5 19 Be3 

Another choice is 19 Ab5, again 
with a slight advantage for White. 

19...d5 20 f5 ± Duckstein-Stein, 
Sarajevo 1967. 


B2b2c) 

9...Wa5 (D) 



This is considered to be one of 
Black’s most reliable continuations, 
though neither of the authors really 
trusts this move. 

10 Ac4 

Two other possibilities: 

1) 10 f4 Bb8! 11 e6? (11 Wd2! 
Bxb2 12 £se4 gives White compensa¬ 
tion for the pawn) 11...5)f6 12 exf7+ 
*xf7 13 Ac4+ d5 14 Ab3 Bd8 15 
Ae5 £>g4 16 Axg7 <4>xg717 Wd4+ e5! 
18 fxe5 c5 19 Wa4 Wc7 20 0-0-0 d4 T 
Kovacs-A.Zaitsev, Debrecen 1970. 

2) 10 e6?! S)f611 exf7+ (11 exd7+ 
Axd7 12 Ac4 Bd8 13 We2 Ag4 14 
We5 Wxe5+ 15 Axe5 0-0 16 f3 Af5 
17 Ab3 h5 18 &a4? £>d5 19 Axg7 
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&xg7, Van Perlo-Baumbach, coir 
1958-9) ll...*xf7 121x4+ (12 f4 d5 

13 «d2 c5 14 Ae5 Bd8 151x2 d4 16 

#xd2+ 17 &xd2 SM5 ¥ Ulybin- 
Garcia Martinez, Santa Clara 1991) 

12...d5 13 Ab3 Be8 14 f4 c5 (14..JU6 
15 Wf3 e6 16 0-0-0 Bad8 17 g4 *g8 
18 h4 c5 19 Axf6 Axf6 20 £>xd5 exd5 
21 Axd5+ *g7 22 Bh2 c4 23 g5 
Axb2+ 24 *xb2 Bb8+ 25 *al Bel 
26 Shi #b4 27 Ab7 c3 0-1 Thorhalls- 
son-Tieleman, Reykjavik 1984) 15 
!e5 e616 Wd2 lb717 0-01x618 a3 
Sad8 19 *hl Wa6 20 We2 *xe2 21 
l £lxe2 5)g4! with a clear advantage for 
Black, Plater-Vasiukov, Poland-USSR 
1955. 

10...!xe5 110-0 £>f6! 

Black wisely develops the rest of 
his forces. 11...f6? is played on occa¬ 
sion but it has a suicidal feel to it: 12 
Sel Wb4 (12...Axd4 13 Wxd4 d5 14 
Ab3 e6 15 £>xd5 cxd5 16 Axd5 Bb8 
17 Axe6 Axe6 18 Bxe6+ is also more 
than Black can handle, Khudiakov- 
Alterman, USSR 1973) 13 Axe 5 Wxc4 

14 Ad6 *f715 &e4 Wd5 16 Wf3 WfS 
17 #b3+ *g7 18 Axe7 «fe6 19 
&xf6! Wxb3 20 £>e8+ *f7 21 £>d6+ 


$g7 22 axb3 was hopeless for Black 
in Haag-Foiintos, Hungary 1965. 

12 Bel d6 

Bad is 12...Axd4? 13 l r xd4 0-0 14 
Bxe7 £>h5 15 Bael d5 (15...£>g7 16 
#f6 5)e6 17 Axe6 dxe6 18 Be5 Wb4 

19 h4 gives White a winning attack) 
16 £>xd5! cxd5 17 Axd5 Ae6 18 
Blxe6 Bad8 19 Se5 £lf6 20 c4 tfxa2 
21 Axf7+ Bxf7 22 Wxd8+ Bf8 23 
^4 1-0 Trifunovi6-Kort, Noordwijk 
1965. 

13 Axe5 

13 «e2?? &g4 14 Ab3 Axh2+ 15 
d?hl e5 wins for Black, MeStrovic- 
Stein, Sarajevo 1967. 

13...dxe5 14 We2 Af5 15 Ab3 e4 
16 Vc4 0-0 17 #xc6 Bad8 18 Badl 
We5 

Tringov-Stein, Sarajevo 1967. All 
sources label this position as equal but 
we believe that White’s superior struc¬ 
ture gives him the advantage. The con¬ 
tinuation of this game was 19 h3 Bxdl 

20 &xdl Bc8 21 Wa6 Bc7 22 We2 a5 
23 £>c3 Bc5 24 We3 #c7 25 Bdl *g7 
26 lfd4 Be5 27 £>d5 V 2 -V 2 , though 
White is still better in the final posi¬ 
tion. 



8 Maroczy Bind: 
Gurgenidze System 


The Maroczy Bind, once considered 
to be a refutation of the Accelerated 
Dragon move-order, is one of White’s 
very best set-ups. By gaining space 
and clamping down on the d5- and 
b5-squares. White makes it hard for 
Black to find active counterplay. 

There are several ways to meet the 
Maroczy, but the Gurgenidze has 
turned into Black’s most popular and 
highly respected system. Favoured by 
active players such as Anand, Tivia- 
kov and Petursson, the once dreaded 
bind has been shorn of most of its ter¬ 
rors. White has to play very accurately 
if he is to claim even the smallest of 
edges. 

1 e4 c5 2 £tf3 £tc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £tad4 
g6 5 c4 (D) 



5.. .£>f6 6£>c3 

We will now examine: 

A: 6...£txd4?! 137 
B: 6...d6 140 

A) 

6.. .£>xd4?! 

Perhaps 90% of all games in this 
line see the move 6...d6 before the ex¬ 
change on d4. Why? For one thing it 
avoids the line 6...4ixd4 7 U r xd4 d6 8 
c5, though that has never really been 
too fearsome. More to the point is that 
it makes White choose between &e2 
and f3 to cover g4. Ideally White 
would like to play £.d3 and f4. By 
playing 6...d6 Black can avoid this. 

7Wxd4d6 

Now White has two main continua¬ 
tions: 

Al: 8 c5 138 

A2: 8&g5! 139 

Others are not hard for Black to 
meet: 

1) 8b3i.g79Ab20-010i.e2and 
now: 

la) 10..M&5 11 0-0 £e6 12 Bad 
Bfc8 13 Ifd3 a6 14 £al Bab8 = Kor- 
chnoi-Benko, Buenos Aires 1960. 

lb) 10...b5!? is an exciting alterna¬ 
tive: 11 £>xb5 (11 cxb5!? £b7 12 
£}d5 might be considered) ll...iLb7 
12 f3 a6 13 £>a3 Wa5+ 14 #c3 Wg5 
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15 g3 £>h5 16 Wc2 #a5+, Honfi-For- 
intos, Hungary 1968, and after 17 $£2 
f5 Black will have some compensation 
for the sacrificed pawn. 

2) 8 f3 Ag7 9 Wt2 0-010 M2 M6 
11 M2 £id7 12 0-0 Wb6 13 #xb6 
£\xb6 14 b3 a5 with equality, Klavin- 
Bannik, USSR 1963. 

3) 8 Wd2 ±g7 9 M3 0-0 10 0-0 
<SM7 11 b3 &c5 12 M2 Ml 13 £.b2 
M6 =. 

4) 8 £e3 Ag7 9 f3 0-0 10 #d2 (we 
have transposed into B2b) 10...®a5? 
11 £lb5 (also good for White is 11 a3, 
intending 12 b4) 1 l...'B r xd2+12 < 4 > xd2 
b6 13 a4 £id7 14 Ba2 Ml 15 M2 
Bfc8 16 a5 ± Richardson-Estrin, corr 
1972-6. 


A1) 

8 c 5(D) 



This continuation was seen from 
time to time in the early to mid-1960s 
but White’s results were never very 
positive and it faded into obscurity. 

8..JLg7 

Most natural. 8...a6? 9 cxd6 is stu¬ 
pid for Black but 8...dxc5!? appears to 


be playable: 9 'B r xd8+ (9 #xc5 J5.g7 

10 jLg5 0-011 Bdl #b6 is equal ac¬ 
cording to Boleslavsky) 9...i > xd8 10 
Af4 M6 11 0-0-0+ 4>e8 12 M3 c4 13 
Bd4 £ig4 14 ^.xc4 thxe.3 with an 
equal position, O’Kelly-Toran, Malaga 

1967. 

9MS+ 

Gufeld mentions the lame 9 cxd6? 
0-0 10 e5 £>g4 11 M4 exd6 12 #xd6 
®xe5. Black is better. 

9.. ~fi.d7 10 cxd6 

The alternative is 10 iLxd7+ #xd7 

11 cxd6 0-0, when White has no way 
to get anything worthwhile: 

1) 12 0-0 £>e8 131^5 66 141^5 
= Keres-Gurgenidze, USSR Ch 1959. 

2) 12 JLg5 ££8131^5 (13 #1)4?! 
£)xd6 ¥ Keres-Petrosian, Curasao Ct 
1962) 13..Jkxc3+ 14 bxc3 £>xd6 15 
e5 #f5 16 Mel &e4 17 0-0 Bfe8 18 
'Vlxbl Wxe5 = (analysis by Boleslav¬ 
sky). 

3) 12 Wb4 a5 13 *^5 1^5 14 
£>xb5 exd6 15 f3 d5 16 e5 $3dl 17 f4 
f6 18 e6 Bae8 19 &c7 Be7 20 f5 gxf5 
210-0 $3c5 22 £)xd5 Bxe6 = (analysis 
by Boleslavsky). 

10.. .0-0 110-0 

11 dxe7 lfxe7 12 jLd3 £)xe4 is 
nothing for White. 

11.. Jbcb5 12 £>xb5 a6 

Also reasonable is 12...exd6 13 £)c3 
Be8 14 Wd3 WaS 15 M2 *b4! 16 
Bfel #xb2 17 Babl with approxi¬ 
mately equal chances, Balashov-Kup- 
reichik, USSR 1967. 

13 £*3 

Or 13 dxe7 Wxel 14 £>c3 Bfe8 15 
Bel Bad8 16 Wa4? (16 Wc4 is level) 

16...?)xe4 ¥ Ciocaltea-Parma, Athens 

1968. 

13.. .£*8 14 Wb4 £ixd6 
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Chances are even. Boleslavsky ana¬ 
lysed 15 Sdl fic8 16 £f4 2c4 17 
Wb3 b5 18 a4 (18 £kl5 &xe419 £rf6+ 
£xf6 20 Zxd8 2xd8 is also even) 

18..Jbcc3 19 bxc3 Hxe4 20 &xd6 
exd6 21 axb5 axb5, when the game 
will be drawn. 


A2) 

8 £g5! (D) 



This move guarantees White some 
advantage. 

8...±g7 9 #d2 0-0 

A sane move. There is no advantage 
in holding back on this: 9.. Jke6 10 
ficl (and not JO i.d3?! h6 11 Af4 g5 
12 JLe3 5)g4 T Szymczak-Georgadze, 
Lublin 1976) 10...Bc8 (10...#35 11 
£d30-012 0-0 Bfc8 13 b3a6 14 life 1 
b5 15 £sd5 Wxd2 16 Md2 Md5 17 
exd5 is the type of miserable end¬ 
game that Black must strive to avoid, 
Geller-L.Garcia, Bogota 1978) 11 b3 
lfa5 (unsound is ll...b5?! 12 Jixf6 
ixf6 13 £>xb5 #b6 14 M2 Wc5 15 
&c2 0-0 16 0-0 a6 17 5)c3 ± Karpov- 
Gurgenidze, USSR Spartakiad (Riga) 
1975) 12 f3 (12 i.d3?! h6 13 M3 


5)g4 14 iLf4 g5 15 Jkg3 4^e5 is given 
as equal by Bagirov) 12...h6 13 M 3 
0-0 14 JaLd3 (not falling for 14 Jk.xh6? 
£xh6 15 Wxh6 b5 ?) 14...*h7 15 0-0 
a616 h3 17 f4 f5 18 exf5 i.xf519 
M2 ± Polugaevsky-Beliavsky, USSR 
Ch 1975. 

10 £d3 

There is no longer any need for 
White to play 10 f3. Indeed, he may 
prefer to play this pawn to f4 in some 
variations. After 10 f3 Black has com¬ 
fortably managed to hold his own: 

10.. .1Le6 (also good is 10...a6 11 &cl 
Ml 12 b3 Bc8 13 M2 b5 14 0-0 b4 

15 £>d5 £>xd5 16 cxd5 lfb6+ 17 *hl 
Bfe8 = Pavlov-Sikora, Moscow 1977) 
11 Scl Wa5 12 b3 (12 i.e2 a6 13 $M5 
Wxa2 14 5)xe7+ *h8 15 £id5 i.xd5 

16 cxd5 Bfc8 17 0-0 £>d7 18 Bbl Bc7 
19 Jk.f4 5)e5 = Suba-Spiridonov, Baile 
Herculane 1982) 12...a6?! (12...Bfc8is 
correct: 13 M2 Bab8 14 £id5 Wxd2+ 
15 4 > xd2, Lutz-P.Schlosser, Dresden 
1995, 15...£xd5 16 exd5 Ml 17 
fihdl *f8 =) 13 £kd5 Wd8! (avoiding 
the miserable ending that arises after 

13.. .1 r xd2+ 14 *xd2 Axd5 15 cxd5 
2fc8 16 Bxc8+ Bxc8 17 g3 *f8 18 
M3 Bc7 19 Bel Bxcl 20 *xcl *e8 
21 JLc8, R.Byme-Garcia Padron, Torre- 
molinos 1977) 14 £>xf6+ ±xf6 15 
iLxf6 exf616 Bdl b5 17 cxb5 axb5 18 
J.xb5 Wb6 19 M4 Bfc8 20 Bfl f5 
and Black has active play for the sacri¬ 
ficed pawn, Dvoirys-Pigusov, Sochi 
1983. 

10...£e6 

The alternatives are no better: 

1) 10..JLd7 110-0 a6 12 Bfel Bb8 
(12-.Jk.c6 13 Bad e6? 14 b4 b6 15 
Bedl We7 16 Wf4 is also bad for 
Black, Petrosian-Beliavsky, USSR Ch 
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(Erevan) 1975) 13 £kl5 £>xd5 14exd5 
f6 15 Af4 ± Khasin-Makarov, Novo¬ 
sibirsk 1976. 

2) 10...a5110-0a4?!(ll..JLe6!?) 

12 Bad Ae6 (l2..Ma5 13 £>d5 &xd5 
14 Wxa5 Sxa5 15 cxd5 e616 &e7 Be8 
17 JLxd6 exd5 18 Ab4 ± - analysis by 
Csom) 13 #02! t Portisch-Reshev- 
sky, Petropolis IZ 1973. 

11 Bel 

Nunn feels that 11 0-0 is White’s 
most accurate move since ll...#a5 
would now be met by 12 5)d5. After 
110-0, Psakhis-Kagan, Tel-Aviv 1992 
continued ll...Bc8 (ll...a6 12 Bad 
Be8 13 &d5 Axd5 14 exd5 #d7 15 f4 
e6 16 dxe6 Bxe6? 17 f5 Bxel 18 
#xel! £>g4 19 #h4 £>e5 20 ±e4 ± 
Richardson-Baumbach, corr) 12 b3 a6 

13 Bad 5ki7 (Nunn mentions the 
possibility of 13...Be8!? with the idea 
of meeting 14 f4 (14 $hl and 14 Bfel 
are also possible} with 14...b515 cxb5 
axb5 16 ,&xf6 JLxf6 17 &xb5, though 
he’s not sure if Black has enough com¬ 
pensation for the pawn) 14 f4 f6 15 
JLh4 i.h6 16 £k 15 £>c5 17 £bl b5 18 
cxb5 axb519 b4 5)a4 20Bxc8 Jbcc8 21 
#e2 and now 21...iLd7 is best, though 
White still comes out on top with 22 
f5. His knight on d5 is a powerhouse 
and Black’s kingside is draughty. 

Il...#a5 

In Morgado-Baumbach, corr 1984-9, 
Black tried ll...a6!? but after 12 0-0 
Be8 13 £ki5!? £xd5?! (13...£>xd5 ±) 

14 cxd5 £id7 (14...Bc8 15 Bxc8 #xc8 
16 Bel #d7 17 Wc2 gives White com¬ 
mand of the c-file) 15 b4! Bc8 16 
Bxc8 #xc8 17 Bel #b8 18 i.e2. 
Black underwent his usual suffering. 

12 0-0 a613 b3 Bfc814 Bfel 

14 Bc2!? is also possible. 


14.. .*f8! 

With the idea of ...b5. The immedi¬ 
ate 14...b5 is met by 15 5M5. 

15 a4! 

Killing Black’s counterplay. How¬ 
ever, White can probably get some 
advantage even if he allows Black’s 
queenside pawn advance: 15 Bc2 b516 
cxb5 axb5 17 Bed b4 18 £)b5 Bxc2 
19 Bxc2 Ad7 20 £)c7! ± Polugaev- 
sky-Jansa, Sochi 1974. 

The untried 15 f4!? can also be con¬ 
sidered. 

15.. .Bab8 16 Bc2 £sg8 17 Bbl 
#b418 #cl £xc3 

Otherwise Ad2 would follow. 

19 Bxc3 b5 20 axbS axbS 21 &d2 
bxc4 22 bxc4 

22 Bxc4? i.xc4 23 £xb4 Jkxd3!. 

22.. .#c5? 

Natural but bad. Better is 22... #a4 
23 Bb5 £>f6 (the idea is ...£ld7-c5) 24 
&h6+ *g8 25 #b2 Ba8! 26 Bel ±/±. 
White’s idea is e5 and the creation of a 
passed pawn (analysis by Spraggett). 

23 Bb5 #a7 24 #b2 ± Spraggett- 
Zuk, Canada 1983. 

B) 

6.. .d6 (D) 

A subtle move that forces White to 
choose between 7 Ae2, 7 f3 (in order 
to keep the black knight out of g4) or a 
retreat of the central d4-knight. All 
these moves have disadvantages: 7 f3 
prevents White from utilizing aggres¬ 
sive plans based on f2-f4-f5. 7 $Le2 
stops White placing his bishop on 
d3. A knight retreat wastes time and 
places the horse on a less active post. 

White can now defend the g4- 
square in two ways: 
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Bl: 7 Ae2 141 

B2: 7f3 182 


Other moves such as 7 5)b3 or 7 
£&c 2 transpose into lines found in 
Chapter 9, while 7 Ae3?! ®g4! is fine 
for Black: 8 £lxc6 5)xe3 9 £)xd8 
£)xdl 10 Hxdl *xd8 11 eS Ag7 12 
exd6 Axc3+ 13 bxc3 Ae6 = Silman. 

7 5)xc6 bxc6 8 c5 is unexplored. 
Gray-Donnelly, corr 1992-3 saw inter¬ 
esting complication arise after 8...Ag7 
(after 8...d5 9 exd5, 9...cxd5?? 10 
Ab5+ is just what White was hoping 
for, but 9...£lxd5 10 £>xd5 Wxd5 11 
WxdS cxdS 12 Ab5+ Ad7 looks pos¬ 
sible) 9 cxd6 0-0 (9...exd6 10 Af4 0-0 
11 iLxd6 fie8 12 e5 £>g4 13 f4 leaves 
the onus on Black to find compensa¬ 
tion for the pawn) 10 dxe7 Wfxe7 1 1 
#c2 (11 Ad3 £M5! 12 Ad2 £>b4 13 
We2 Hd8 14 Abl Aa6 gives more 
than enough play for the pawn) 
1 l...£>xe4 12 £>xe4 f5 13 Ac4+ *h8 
14 0-0 fxe4 15 Ae3 Af5 16 Had 
Hab8 17 b3 c5 18 Hfdl Hfd8 19 Ad5 
Hbc8 20 Axc5 Wg5 21 Wd2 (21 We2 
Hxd5!; 21 Ae3 Hxc2 22 Axg5 fixcl 
23 Axel Ae6) 21..Mxd2 22 Hxd2 
Hd7 23 h3 Hcd8 24 Hcdl h5! 25 Ab4 


Ah6 26 Hd4 e3 27 Aa5! e2 28 fiel 
Ag7 (28...Hxd5 29 Axd8 Hxd4 30 
Af6+ Ag7 31 Axd4 Axd4 32 Hxe2 
doesn’t give Black any real chances) 
29 Hc4 Hxd5 30 Axd8 Hxd8 31 Hxe2 
Hdl+ 32 *h2 Hd7 33 Hc8+ *h7 34 
f3 h4 35 Hce8 Af6 36 f4 Hdl 37 Hel 
Hd2 38 H8e2 V 2 -V 2 . 7 £>xc6 needs 
more tests! 


Bl) 

7 Ae2 £ixd4 8 Vxd4 Ag7 (D) 



Here we have another important 
fork in the road. White must decide 
what his scheme of development will 
be. He can choose between Ag5 + 
We3, Ag5 + Wd2, Ae3 + Wd2, #e3 + 
Ad2 and WdS + Ae3. Specifically: 
Bla: 9 AgS 141 

Bib: 9 Ae3 160 

Blc: 90-0 170 

9 Ad2 0-0 10 m3, delaying cas¬ 
tling, is discussed in Blc. 

Bla) 

9 Ag5 
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This is White’s most aggressive set¬ 
up. The bishop on gS puts more pres¬ 
sure on Black’s position than jLd2 or 
JLe3. However, there is a slightly nega¬ 
tive side to the move. The bishop on 
g5, especially in conjunction with 
Wd2, can be a target. Black can try for 
...bS, planning ideas like ...Bxc3 and 
...£lxe4. 

9...0-0 (D) 

Holding back on castling is not a 
good idea: 9...iLe6 10 &cl Wa5 11 
Wd2 fic8? 12 f3! iLxc4 (now it’s too 
late to castle since 12...0-0 13 £kl5 is 
strong for White) 13 £>d5! « r xa2 14 
0-0 £sxd5 15 &xc4! Bxc4 16 'ifxdS 
Ba4 171.b5+ *f8 18 Bel 1-0 Geller- 
Stean, Teesside 1975. 

If Black wishes, he may throw in 
...h6 before castling: 9...h610 $Le3 0-0 
11 Wd2 *h7 (11.. Jh5!7 12 0-0 A.e6 
is possible; the idea is to meet 13 
Jkxh6 JLxh6 14 Wxhb with 14...H r b4 
but this seems to favour White after 15 
£>d5 {15 Sadi?! Wxb2 16 Bd3 £»xe4 

17 Bbl Wc2 18 Bel Wb2 = Honfi- 
Makropoulos, Athens 1976} 15...jkxd5 

16 exd5 Wxb2 17 Bad! with the idea 
of f4-f5 ±) 12 0-0 £e6 (12...±d7 13 
Bfdl Jic6 14 Wc2 Va5 15 £d4 ± Gar¬ 
cia Martinez-Pinal, Cienfuegos 1983) 
and now White has tried the following 
moves: 

1) 13 f3 #a5 14 Bad a6 15 b3 
Hfc8 16 a4 (16 Bfdl b517 £d5 #xd2 

18 Jkxd2, Zhuravliov-Ubilava, USSR 
1972, 18...bxc4 19 i.xc4 £>xd5 =) 

16...£kl7 17 ?M5 (White has also tried 

17 Bc2 £>c5 18 Bbl Vb4! 19 £>d5 
l r xd2 20 Bxd2 {20 JLxd2 i.xd5 21 
exd5 iLd4+ 22 ifl a5 = Uhlmann- 
Tukmakov, Moscow 1971} 20...JLxd5 
21 Bxd5 a5 22 Adi Bc6 23 Ac2 e6 24 


Bddl 4ia6 25 e5 d5 with equality, 
Uhlmann-Andersson, Hastings 1971/2) 

17.. .'txd218 Axd2 Ab219 Bcel £>c5 
20 Ae3 Axd5 21 exd5 b6 22 Adi 
Ac3 23 Be2 Bc7 24 Ac2 Bb8 25 
Axc5 bxc5 = Karasev-Tal, USSR Ch 
(Leningrad) 1971. 

2) 13 Bad Wa5 14 f4 Bac8 15 b3 
a6 16 f5 Ad7 17 h3 (17 c5 Ab5 is un¬ 
clear, Vera-Marasescu, Timisoara 1982) 

17.. .Ac6 18 Ad3 £sd7 19 £>d5 Wxd2 
20 Axd2 Bfe8 21 Abl Ad4+ 22 *hl 
$g7=Gulko-Petrosian, Biel IZ1976. 

3) 13 Ad4 Bc8 14 b3 a6 15 We3 
£)d7 16 Axg7 *xg7 17 f4 Wb6 18 
#xb6 £lxb6 19 f5 Ad7 20 Badl with 
a slight advantage for White, Timman- 
Ribli, Amsterdam 1973. 

4) 13 f4 Bc8 14 b3 #a5 15 a3 (15 
Bad transposes to line ‘2’) 15...a6 16 
f5 Ad7 17 b4 We5 18 Badl (18 Bael 
Ac6 19 Af4 5)xe4 20 4lxe4 'B f xe4 21 
Ad3 Wd4+ 22 *hl Bce8 23 Ae3 Wc3 
24 Axh6 = Larsen-Fischer, Denver Ct 
(2) 1971) 18...iLc6 19 Ad4 <S)xe4 20 
#e3 £>xc3 21 Axe5 £>xdl 22 Bxdl ± 
(analysis by Rabar). 

A tricky move-order is 9... 1 i r a5!?, 
first seen in I.Herrera-Andres, Cuba 
1990. This became popular when the 
variation with JLgS and We3 was all 
the rage. After 10 HW2 (the point of 
Black’s move-order can be seen in 10 
Hfe3?? £>xe4!; independent play arises 
after 10 £d2 «fb6 11 Wxb6 axb6 12 
f3 {12 a4 £e6 13 0-0 0-0 = Alburt- 
I.Ivanov, Chicago 1989} 12...ie6 13 
*f2 SM7 14 Hhcl f5 15 exf5 gxf5 16 
b3 0-0 17 a4 foc5 18 Habl f4 = Kal- 
esis-Leko, Budapest 1993) 10...0-0 11 
&cl iLe6 12 f3 Sfc8 13 b3 a6 we have 
reached one of the central positions of 
the Maroczy Bind that typically arises 
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after 9 ±g5 0-0 10 #d2 i.e6 11 Bel 
«fa5 12 f3 Bfc8 13 b3 a6. 

To summarize: 9...tfa5 is a good 
choice if you want to side-step sys¬ 
tems with -&g5 and We3 but note it 
precludes lines based on an early ...a6 
and ...b5. 



Now White must decide between: 

Blal: 10 Wd2 143 
Bla2: 10We3 156 

Blal) 

10 Vd2 

The most common. Black can now 
play the usual plan with 10.. JLe6 fol¬ 
lowed by 11..M&5 or he can play fora 
pawn sacrifice with 10...a6. 

Slala: 10...£e6 143 
Blalb: 10...a6 155 

The following material can easily 
feel overwhelming as transpositions 
abound. To get a grip on things, it’s 
useful to keep White’s plans in mind: 

1) White plays for a favourable 
ending by not castling, playing a quick 
Sc 1 and later throwing in a well-timed 


2) White goes for kingside play 
with quick castling and f2-f4-f5. 

3) White seeks central play with 
ideas like &xf6 and £>d5, or Sadi and 
tricks with e4-e5. 


Blala) 

10..J&.e6 (D) 



11 Bel 

This rook move is almost certainly 
best. However, 11 0-0 is also com¬ 
monly seen (though White loses his 
chances for a better endgame by play¬ 
ing in this manner). Black has: 

1) ll...Bc8 12 b3 (12 Badl Wa5 
{12.. JLxc4? 13 e5 £ie8 14 £.xc4 
Bxc4 15 We2 Bc7 16 exd6 £>xd6 17 
£ld5 is very strong for White) 13 b3 
a6 14 £>d5 #xd2 15 &xe7+ *h8 16 
iLxd2 Bce8 17 Jlb4 Bxe7 18 &xd6 
Bee8 19 e5 £>g4 20 Axf8 Bxf8 21 
Af3 Bb8 22 h3 &xe5 23 Axb7 a5 24 
Ad5 ± J.Polgar-Dzindzichashvili, New 
York 1992) and now: 

la) 12...b5?! meets with a refuta¬ 
tion: 13 e5! (13 cxb5 Bxc3 14 #xc3 
£}xe415 'i , e3 £)xg5 16 Wxg5 iLxal 17 
Bxal d5 {17...Wa5!?} gives Black an 
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excellent game, Brodsky-Tiviakov, 
USSRjrCh (Kherson) 1991) 13...b4? 
(Black has to play 13...dxe5, though 

14 #xd8 followed by £>xb5 is very 
much in White’s favour) 14 exf6 bxc3 

15 #xc3 exf6 16 £e3 f5 17 ±d4 
±xd418 #xd4 and Black’s position is 
very bad, Uhlmann-Balogh, Budapest 
1990. 

lb) Better is 12...a6 13 Had b5 14 
£xf6 ixf6 15 cxb5 axb5 16 £)xb5 
#b6 17 £ia3 Hc5 18 Hxc5 #xc5 19 
£ic4 i.g5 20 #c3 f5 21 exf5 £xf5 22 
b4 Wcl 23 Wb3 ±e6 24 b5 d5 25 £>e3 
We5 26 Wd3, Chiburdanidze-Gufeld, 
Kuala Lumpur 1994, 26...d4 27 £k:4 
Wxb5 28 Wxd4 Hc8 29 £\d6 #d7 = 
(Gufeld). 

2) ll... 1 l( r a5 12Hadl (12Habl Hfc8 
13 b4 #d8 14 Axf6 &xf6 15 £>d5 
^.xd5 16 exd5 a5 17 a3 axb4 18 axb4 
#b6 19 Hfdl Ha3 20 WiA *g7 21 c5 
dxc5 22 d6 e6 23 d7 ± E.Geller- 
Zsu.Polgar, Aruba 1992) 12...Hfc8 13 
b3 a614 J.xf6 &xf6 15 £>d5 #xd2 16 
&xf6+ *g7 17 £\h5+ gxh5 18 Hxd2 
Hc5 19 f4 f6 20 Hel (20 a4 a5 21 Hf3 
Hg8 22 f5 JL£7 = Prid-Trauth, Cannes 
1992) 20...Ha7 21 e5 dxe5 22 i.xh5 b5 
23 cxb5 axb5 24 fxe5 Hxe5 25 Hxe5 
fxe5 26 jLf3 ± Reeh-Vatter, Bundes- 
liga 1993/4. 

3) ll...a6 is a clever move-order 
for Black. By dispensing with ...#35 
and aiming for a quick ...b5, he heads 
for the gambit play of Blalb (10...a6), 
but with the important distinction of 
White being committed to early cas¬ 
tling. After 11 ...a6 (D) White has tried: 

3a) 12 Had b5! 13 cxb5 axb5 takes 
advantage of the loosely guarded 64 - 
pawn. So far. White has not been able 
to demonstrate any real advantage: 



3al) 14 a3 Hb8 (Andres claims 
that Black can also eventually equal¬ 
ize with 14„.#a5 15 jLxb5 £)xe4 16 
£ixe4 #xb5 17 JLxel Hfb8!, but this 
has yet to be proven in practice) 15 b4 
#d7 16 Hfdl Hfc8 17 e5 £>e8 18 £id5 
i.xd5 19 Hxc8 #xc8 20 #xd5 e6 21 
#d4 i.xe5 22 #a7 J.b2 23 h4 #b7 24 
#a5 d5 25 JLf4 e5 and Black went on 
to win in Klinger-Brendel, Bern 1988. 

3a2) 14 £xb5 £xa2 15 Jic6 Ha6 
16 £lxa2 Hxa2 17 e5 (or 17 Hc2 #b8 
with equality, Ortega-Andres, Holguin 
1984) 17...dxe5 18 #xd8 Hxd8 19 b4 
h6 20 Jie3 (20 -&xf6 exf6 is a comfort¬ 
able draw for Black: 21 b5 Hb2 22 
Hbl Hxbl 23 Hxbl &f8 24 b6 M6 25 
g3 *f8 26 Hal Hb8 27 b7 *e7 with a 
firm blockade on b8) 20...£id5 21 
Hfdl e6 22 b5 i.f6! 23 i.xh6 (also 
drawn is 23 b6 £)xc3 24 Hxd8+ £xd8 
25 b7 Hb2 26 fxe3 <4>g7 27 Ae4 JLe7 
28 Hc8 &d6 29 Hd8 Jic7 30 Hd7 &b8 
and White can’t improve since Black 
threatens ...Hb4 followed by ...e4) 
23...<4>h7 24 £.xd5 (24 i.e3 £\xe3 25 
fxe3 Hxdl+ 26 Hxdl Hb2 =) 24...Hxd5 
25 &c3 Hxdl+ 26 Hxdl Hb2 27 g4 (27 
b6 &d8!) 27...Hxb5 28 g5 £g7 V 2 -V 2 
Shirov-Brendel, Bundesliga 1995/6. 
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Black can’t do anything after 29 Sd7 
4g8 30 2d8+ *h7 31 2d7 =. 

3b) 12 f3 WaS and now: 

3bl) 13 2fdl 2fc8 14 £kl5 Wxd2 
15 2xd2 JLxd5 (15...&xd5? 16 exd5 
Jkd717l.xe7i.h6182adl!lxd219 
2xd2 2e8 20 lxd6 ± Britton-Donald- 
son, Rhodes 1980) 16 cxd5 i’fS with a 
very slight plus for White. Nunn puts 
things into perspective: “In general 
these endings with an open c-file are 
very drawish unless Black has weak¬ 
ened his queenside by playing ...b7- 
b5, which both allows a4 and gives 
White an entry point at c6.” 

3b2) 13£>d5l r xd214£>xe7+*h8 
15 £xd2 2fe8 16 £>d5 $)xd5 17 cxd5 
lxd5 18 lc3 V 2 -V 2 Short-Andersson, 
Novi Sad OL 1990. This little game is 
instructive because it demonstrates a 
useful tactical idea for Black. 

3c) 12 b3 (D) can be met by: 



3cl) 12...« r a5132acl(132adlb5 
14 lxf6 was agreed drawn in Kram¬ 
nik-Anand, Moscow rpd 1994 due to 

14...!xf6 15 £)d5 Wxd2 16 &xf6+, 
when both 16...exf6 17 2xd2 bxc4 18 
lxc4 i.xc419 bxc4 2fc8 and 16...4g7 
17 £>h5+ gxh5 18 2xd2 bxc4 19 bxc4 


2fc8 give Black fully equal play) 

13.. .b5 14 £>d5 Wxd2 15 £>xe7+ 4>h8 

16 iLxd2 2fe8 17 &d5 ±xd5 (Black 
is also fine after 17...£>xd5 18 cxd5 
iLxd5 19 £.xb5 axb5 20 exd5 2xa2) 
18 cxd5 £>xe4 19 iLa5 5)c3 20 Ag4 
5)e2+ 21 ilxe2 2xe2 = Kaminski- 
Bosch, Groningen 1993. 

3c2) Also quite reasonable is 12...b5 
13 e5 (13 cxb5 axb5 14 Axb5 Wz5 
followed by ...2fc8 gives Black excel¬ 
lent counterplay) 13...dxe5 14 cxb5 
axb5 15 #xd8 2fxd8 16 ±xb5 h6 17 
iLe3 £>g4 18 &c5 2dc8 19 b4 e4 20 
2acl iLxc3 21 2xc3 2xa2 22 2fcl 
£)f6 23 Ac4 ±xc4 24 2xc4 £ld5 25 
2xe4 4)xb4 26 2xb4 2xc5 = Keke- 
Lidge-Tumer, Vejen jr Ech 1993. 

3d) 12 JLd3 4)d7 13 5)d5 iLxd5 14 
exd5 jLf6 15 jLe3?! (Piket prefers 15 
h4!?; useless is 15 2fel e51, while 15 
jLxf6 exf6! is also fine for Black) 

15.. .5k5 16i.e2?! (already ?) 16...a5 

17 2abl Wb6 18 2fcl Wb4 19 Wdl 
2a6 (19...2fc8 is better - Piket) 20 
Ad3 £lxd3 21 Wxd3 a4 22 b3 axb3 23 
2xb3 Wa5 24 2xb7 Wxa2 25 g3 2c8 
26 4>g2 h5 27 h4 2a3 28 Wc2 l r xc2 
29 Sxc2 Sd3 30 Scl 4>f8 31 &h6+ 
4g8 32 JLe3 V 2 -V 2 J.Polgar-Ivanchuk, 
Sicilian theme, Buenos Aires 1994. 

3e) 12 Sadi #a5 (12...b5 13 e5 
dxe5 14 Wxd8 Sfxd8 15 Sxd8+ Sxd8 
16 cxb5 axb5 17 jLxb5 should be bet¬ 
ter for White - Nunn) 13 Jix f6 ^.xf6 
(13...exf6 14 Wxd6 f5 is an untried 
suggestion of Nunn’s) 14 £)d5 Wxd2 
(14...'txa2? 15 £ixf6+ exf6 16 Wc3 
#a4 17 Sxd6 Sac8 18 b3 #33 19 
Hfdl Hc7 20 h4 4g7 21 h5 gxh5? 22 
Sxe6 1-0 Tiviakov-Polak, Oakham 
1992) 15 £txf6+ <±>g7 (or 15...exf6 16 
Bxd2 b5 17 cxb5 axb5 18 a3 b4 19 
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axb4 Ba4 20 bS Bxe4 21 Af3 Bb4 22 
iLc6 Sd8 23 Bfdl <4?f8 24 Bxd6 Bxd6 
25 Sxd6 Bxb2 with a draw imminent 
- analysis by Donaldson) 16 £lh5+ 
gxh5 17 Bxd2 Bfc8 18 b3 h4 trans¬ 
poses into the two Alterman games 
(see the next variation with 12 Bfdl). 

3f) 12BfdlWa513Bacl(13i.xf6 
i.xf6 14 £ld5 Wxd2 15 £>xf6+ *g7 
{15...exf6 16 Bxd2 Bfc8 17 Bxd6 
i.xc4 18 A f3 *g7 19 e5 fxe5 20 b3 
Ab5 21 Axbl Bd8 22 Badl Bxd6 23 
Bxd6 gave White a small but lasting 
edge in de Firmian-Finegold, USA Ch 
(Key West) 1994} 16 £lh5+ gxh5 17 
Bxd2 Bfc8 18 b3 and now both 18...h4 
and 18...b5 appear fine for Black) 
13...fifc8 14 ±xf6 iLxf6 15 £>d 5 #xd2 
16 £lxf6+ and now both captures 
equalize: 

3fl) 16...*g7 17 £>h5+ gxh5 (this 
position, and ones like it, are fine for 
Black; the h-pawn is hard to attack and 
there is clear queenside play) 18 Sxd2 
h4! (also playable is 18...b5 19 Sdc2 
h4 20 f4 f5 21 cxb5 Bxc2 22 Bxc2 
axb5 23 &xb5 Bxa2 24 exf5 i.xf5 = 
Biolek-Michenka, Ostrava 1993) 19 
b3 (19 Bdc2 a5! 20 f4 f5 21 Af3 Bc7 
= Shmuter-Alterman, Rishon-le-Zion 
1994) 19...Bc5 20 f4 Bac8 21 Bfl f5 
= Hamdouchi- Alterman, Cap d’Agde 
1994. A later capture on e4 mixed 
with ...b7-b5 will give Black a passed 
d-pawn. 

3f2) 16...exf6 17 Bxd2 b5! (strong 
and necessary; note that lines where 
Black plays ...exf6 almost always re¬ 
quire an immediate follow-up with 
...b5, since Black needs very concrete 
play to compensate for his structural 
weaknesses) 18 Bdc2 (18 Bxd6 bxc4 
19 f4 Bd8 20 Bcdl Bdb8 21 Bld2 


Bb4 22 *f2 Bab8 23 Sd8+ Bxd8 24 
Bxd8+ &g7 25 Bd2 Ba4 = Nunn- 
Petursson, Reykjavik tt 1990) 18...f5! 
19 f3 fxe4 20 fxe4 *f8 21 cxb5 Bxc2 
22 Bxc2 axb5 23 a3 b4! 24 axb4 Ba4 
25 S&f2 Bxb4 and Black drew com¬ 
fortably in Stangl-Sandor, Bundesliga 
1993/4. 

ll.Jfa5 

Black can also play more actively 
with 1 l...a6 (D), when White can try: 



1) 12 f3 b5 13 cxb5 axb5 14 a3 
(harmless is 14 b4 d515 £xf6 i.xf616 
exd5 J.xc3 17 Bxc3 #xd5 18 #xd5 
iLxd5 19 a3 Bfc8 20 Bxc8+ Bxc8 21 
*d2 Ba8 22 Bal JLc6 23 Bel £d7 24 
Bc7 Jie6 25 Bc3 = Hellers-Piket, 
Thessaloniki OL 1988) 14...&d7! (this 
knight quickly heads for the hole on 
b3; also possible is 14...d5!? 15 Jkxb5 
d4 16 -S)dl Vb6 17 i.c4 Bfd8 18 0-0 
Bab8 19 ^.f4 Bb7 20 ±xe6 lfxe6 21 
£>f2 d3 22 Ac7 Bd7 23 A.a5 h5 V 2 -V 2 
Bemdt-Naumann, 2nd Bundesliga 
1995) and now: 

la) 15 b4 Bxa3 16 ^)xb5 Ba2 17 
We3 h6 18 AM g5 19 Af2 Wb8 20 
0-0 Bc8 21 h4 Af6 23 Bxc8+ Wxc8 
24 ild3 5)e5 and Black had the better 
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position in Topalov-Antunes, Candas 
1992. 

lb) The real test of Black’s plan 
comes about after 15 Axb5 £ta5 16 
Bdl #a5 17 Ae2 £>b3 18 #e3. Now 
Donaldson gives 18...£>d4190-0 Ab3 
20 Bd2 £>c2 21 Bxc2 Axc2 22 Bel! 
Ab3 23 Axe7 with advantage for 
White, but Black should play instead 

18.. .Axc3+! 19 bxc3 f6 20 Ah6 Bfc8, 
when he will regain the pawn with an 
excellent position. 

2) 12 b3! is White’s best reply, 
forcing Black to return to the main 
column with 12...Wa5 13 f3 Bfc8. 
Note that while White can stop the 
...a6 and ...b5 plan, Black should really 
consider the 10...a6 move-order for a 
couple of reasons. Firstly: White has 
to walk a very narrow move-order 
tightrope to stop it (11 Bel Ae6 12 
b3). Secondly: by doing so, White 
forces 12..Jifa5 13 f3 Bfc8 but now he 
has lost the dangerous possibility of 
castling short and playing f2-f4-f5 
without tempo loss. 

Instead of 12...Wa5, Black can try 
to sharpen things up with two other 
moves, but neither appears to give 
Black a sure road to equality: 

2a) 12...Bc8 and now: 

2al) 13 0-0 b5 14 cxb5 axb5 15 
Axf6 (15 Axb5 Ifa5 16 £>d5! {16 
Ad3 Bxc3 17 Bxc3 £>xe4! is good for 
Black} 16...Wxb5 17&xe7+*h8 18 
Axf6 Axf6 19 £>xc8 Bxc8 20 Bxc8+ 
Axc8 21 Wxd6 *g7 22 #d2! ±) 

15.. .Axf6 16 *hxb5 lfb6 17 b4 (17 
Wb4 d5! gives Black play, as does 17 
«fe3 «xe3 18 fxe3 Ag5 19 *f2 Sxcl 
20 flxcl f5! 21 e5 f4 22 exd6 fxe3+ 
23 iel exd6 24 4)xd6, Emst-Bem, 
Gausdal 1993, and now 24...Ae7! 25 


Ac4 Axc 4 26 &xc4 Ab4+ 27 i>e2 
Bf2+ 28 < Jbxe3 Bxa2 gives compensa¬ 
tion) 17...*b7 18 a4 #xe4 19 £>c7 
Bb8 20 ^xe6 fxe6 21 Bc4 Wd5 22 »c2 
± Gufeld-Konguvel, Calcutta 1994. 

2a2) 13 f3 is also good, transpos¬ 
ing to section Blalb. 

2b) 12...b5 13 cxb5 axb5 14 Axb5 
Via5 (D) and then: 



2bl) 15 Ad3 Bfc8 16 0-0 Bxc3 17 
fixc3 &xe4 18 Axe4 Axc3 19 We3 
Ba7 20 Abl d5 21 Wg3 Bd7 22 h4 
Ab4 23 h5 d4 ? Formanek-Rind, Lone 
Pine 1979. 

2b2) 15 0-0 Bac8 (also fine is 

15.. .Bfc8 16 a4 Axb3 17 Wd3 Ac4 18 
Axc4 Wxg5 19 Ab5 We5 20 £>d5 
5^xd5 21 exd5 Bc3 V 2 -V 2 Tseshkov- 
sky-Pigusov, Podolsk 1990) 16 Ad3 
Bxc3 17 Bxc3 £>xe4 18 Axe4 Axc3 
19 We3 d5 20 Axe7 dxe4 21 Axf8 
*xf8 22 Wxe4 Wxa2 23 We3 Wxb3 
24 Bel Af6 and Black’s two bishops 
give him excellent chances to win the 
game, Lukov-Brendel, Krumbach 1991. 

2b3) 15 Ac6! (this is the refutation) 

15.. .Ba6 16£>a4! (16 Axf6? Axf6 17 
Aa4 Be8 0-1 Harari-Brendel, Dort¬ 
mund 1993) 16...Bc8 17 Wxa5 Bxa5 
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18 Ad2 (18 Axf6 Axf6 19 0-0 Ag5 
20 f4 Axf4 21 Hxf4 Ba6 22 Bf3 
Saxc6 23 Hxc6 fixc6 24 21c3 Ba6 25 
Bc7 *f8 26 <4>f2 f5 27 *e3 fxe4 28 
£>c3 d5 29 *d4 e3) 18...Ha6 19 Ab5 
3Sxcl+ 20 Axel Ba5 21 Ad3 $M7 22 
Ad2 Ba8 23 Abl! (23 0-0? S)c5 24 
&xc5 dxc5 25 Abl c4) 23...£>c5 24 
£ib6 Sa7 25 <4?e 2! f5 26 exf5 Axf5 27 
b4! and White had a winning endgame 
in Serper-Donaldson, Las Vegas 1997. 

This means that ll...a6 is still an 
excellent move. True, White can force 
the variation into the main line of this 
section, but by choosing this move- 
order, Black cuts down White’s op¬ 
tions and gives himself the chance to 
play a strong ...b7-b5 if White doesn’t 
find the accurate 12 b3. 

Returning to the position after 
U..MbS(D): 



A system that has quite a few advo¬ 
cates is 12 0-0 (12 b3 Bfc8 13 0-0 a6 
14 Hfel and now 14...4T8! is equal; 
note that 14...b5? gives White the ad¬ 
vantage after 15 £kl5 Wxd2 16 Axd2 
£*xd5 17 exd5 Ad7, Dutreeuw-Donald- 
son, Liechtenstein 1994, and now 18 


Ag5! was the correct move) 12...Bfc8 
(perhaps the most straightforward 
plan for Black is 12...a6 13 b3 b5 14 
hd5 Wxd2 15 £>xe7+ *h8 16 Axd2 
£>xe4 {16...Sfe8 17 *hc6 £ixe4 18 
Ab4 Ad7 19 cxb5 axb5 20 Axb5 
Bxa2 21 Bfel h5 22 Be2 Bxe2 23 
Axe2 *hc5 24 Ab5 £>xb3 25 Hdl Af8 
26 h3 *g8 27 Axd6 Axc6 28 Axc6 
Bd8 29 Aa4 Bxd6 V 2 -V 2 Shirov- 
Ivanchuk, Monaco Amber rpd 1997} 

17 Aa5 Hae8 18 4id5 Axd5 19 cxd5 
5 ^c 3 20 Af3 £te2+, and Black is a tiny 
bit better, Uhlmann-Marosi, Budapest 
1981; the system with 12...a6 deserves 
more tests, but Ivanchuk's endorse¬ 
ment is a very good sign) 13 b3 a6 14 
f4 and now: 

1) 14...Wd8 15 Scdl! *h8 16 f5 
gxf5 17 exf5 Ad7, Shirov-Panno, Bue¬ 
nos Aires 1993, and now Shirov analy¬ 
ses 18 Axf6 Axf6 19 £>d5 Ae5 20 
Wh6! Wf8 21 Wxf8+ Hxf8 22 £>xe7 
±. 

2) White is better after 14...b5 15 
f5 b4 (after 15...Ad7?, 16 e5 b4 17 
exf6 bxc3 18 Wxc3 Wxc3 19 Bxc3 
exf6 20 Af4 Axf5 21 Af3 Ba7 22 
Axd6 ± is analysis by Uhlmann, while 
Shirov gives 16 fxg6 hxg6 17 e5 £>g4 

18 Wf4 £ixe5 19 $M5 Be8 20 £>xe7+ 
Hxe7 21 Axe7 Wxa2 22 Bf2 Wxb3 
23 Axd6, winning) 16 fxe6 bxc3 17 
exf7+ though the game still remains 
complicated. In Levy-Silman, Lone 
Pine 1975, Black managed to turn it 
around after 17...*f8 (17...*h8 18 
We3 with the idea of e5 is winning; 
17...*xf7 18 Bxc3 *g8 19 Af3 
Bab8 20 Bd3 Wxd2 21 Axd2 Hc5 22 
Ae3 ± Uhlmann-Spiridonov, DeSin 
1977) 18 Wf4 (correct is 18 We3 
£>xe4 19 Axe 7+ *xe7 20 f8W+ Bxf8 
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21 lfxe4+) lS...!^ 19 e5 dxe5 20 
Wxe5 Wa3 21 Af3 Bab8 22 Sal 
Wxb3 23 Sxa6 Wh4 24 Sc6 Sxc6 25 
Axc6 c2 26 c5 Sc8 27 Bel Bc7 28 
»e3cl«T29 BxclSxc60-l. 

3) Black’s best is 14...Bc5! (D) y 
preparing to double rooks on the c-file 
and also stopping f4-f5. White has 
tried several different moves from this 
position: 



3a) 15 Af3 (understandable, since 
White wants to stop ...b5 and give his 
e-pawn extra protection; Black would 
love to be able to play ...Bxg5 in a po¬ 
sition where he could take twice on g5 
- due to this, White usually keeps his 
queen on d2 or e3) 15...Sac8 16 #e3 
(or 16 Scdl b5 17 &d5 Wd8 18 cxb5 
Axd5 19 exd5 axb5 ¥ Kaiszauri-Spiri- 
donov, Skara Echt 1980) 16...b5! 17 
e5 dxe5 18 fxe5 £)d7 19 Ad5 (worse 
is 19 £)d5 Axd5 20 Axd5 e6 with a 
clear advantage for Black, Psakhis- 
Pigusov, USSR 1979) 19...bxc4 20 b4 
Wxb4 21 Axe7 Wa5 22 Axe6 fxe6 
23 Axc5 Wxc5 24 Wxc5 £>xc5 25 
Bc2 £kl3 26 g3 Axe5 27 a3 Ad4+ 28 
4 > g2 e5 V2-V2 Wojtkiewicz-Donald- 
son, Hamburg rapid 1994. 


3b) 15 Ad3 (this forcing move, 
playing for a quick f4-f5, makes a lot 
of sense but for some reason it has 
been abandoned) 15...b5 16 f5 bxc4 
17 fxe6 cxd3 18 exf7+ *xf7 19 Ae3 
Sc6 20 #xd3 Bac8 21 Ad2 #c5+ 22 
d?hl, Orlov-Petrienko, Podolsk 1989, 
22.,Mc5 leads to a reasonable posi¬ 
tion for Black. 

3c) 15 a3 Vxa3 16 Axf6 Axf6 17 
f5 gxf5 18 exf5 Bxf5 19 Sxf5 Axf5 
20 £)d5 Ag6 21 £>xf6+ exf6 is in 
Black’s favour. D.Adla-L.Palacios, Par¬ 
ana 1993 continued 22 b4 Se8 23 Af3 
b6 24 h4 Wd3 25 Vfi4 We3+ 26 Wxe3 
Sxe3 27 Sal Sb3 28 Sxa6 Sxb4 29 
h5 Af5 and White, who is begging for 
the half-point, managed to get his 
wish in 48 moves. 

3d) 15 We3 Bac8 and now White 
has tried two moves: 

3dl) 16 £>a4 B5c6 17 f5 Ad7 18 
$hl Se8 (Black intends to occupy the 
e5-square by defending the e7-pawn 
with 18...Se8 followed by 19...Scc8, 
...Ac6, ...£>d7 and ..£>e5) 19 £>c3 
Bcc8 20 Axf6 Axf6 21 &d5 Ac6 22 
b4 Wxa2 23 £b6 Scd8 24 b5 Ad7 25 
Ag4 g5 26 Scdl Wb2 27 h4 gxh4 28 
&xd7 and Black’s flag fell in Kor¬ 
chnoi-Wojtkiewicz, Antwerp 1994. 
After 28...Bxd7 he would have had an 
excellent position. 

3d2) 16Bblftf817a4a518*hl 
WffS 19 Sbel Sxg5!? (a positional ex¬ 
change sacrifice to get the e5-square) 
20 fxg5 £kI7 21 $M5 Ae5 22 &f4 
Axf4 23 Sxf4 h6 24 h4 &e5 25 Bff 1 
Bc5 26 gxh6 *h7 27 h5 Wxh6 28 
Wxh6+ *xh6 29 hxg6 *xg6 30 Bf4 
£)c6 31 Bh4 Bg5 and Kruppa-Tivia- 
kov, St Petersburg 1993 was drawn in 
58 moves. This sort of play isn’t for 
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everyone, which is why we advise 
side-stepping this line with 10...a6 11 
Scl Ae6 or Ivanchuk’s 12...a6 (after 

10.. .Ae6 11 Bel Wa5 12 0-0). 

One other idea is 12 Ad3!?, though 
White didn’t get anything in Peng 
Xiaomin-Alterman, Beijing 1995 af¬ 
ter 12...a6 13 £kI5 (13 0-0 b5 14 cxb5 
axb5 15 Axb5 Axa2=) 13...Wxa2! 14 
Abl Wb3!? (even stronger is 14...HIM! 
15 Axf6 {15 £>b6 Wc6 16 £>xa8 
&xe4 17 Axe4 Wxe4+ +; 15 £ixe7+ 
*h8 16 0-0 Bfe8 17 lfxd6 Bad8 18 
Wa3 Wxa3 19 bxa3 h6 20 Axf6 Axf6 

21 £>d5 Ab2 ¥} 15...Axf6 16 &b6 
Wb3 17 £>xa8 Bxa8 18 0-0 Axc4 ?) 
15 Sc3 *Ta4 16 &xe7+ *h8 17 0-0 
Bfe8 18 £>f5! £>xe419 Axe4 Axf5 20 
Axb7 2ab8 21 Ad5 Ae6 (21...Wb4 

22 Axf7 #xb2 =) 22 Ba3 fh>4 23 
2xa6 Wxd2 =. 

12.. .5fc8 

Black must be careful to avoid 

12.. .a6? 13 5M5! #xa2 14 &xe7+ 
*h8 15 £>d5 Axd5 16 cxd5 ± Suba- 
Spiridonov, Bade Herculane 1982. 

13 b3 

Harmless is 13 £k!5 WdS 14 £>xf6+ 
exf6 15 Ae3 f5 16 exf5 Axf5 17 0-0 
Wei 18 Af2 Be8 with an equal posi¬ 
tion, Tukmakov-Estevez, Leningrad 
IZ 1973. 

13.. .a6 (D) 

This position is very similar to that 
arising in section Blb4 except that 
White’s dark-squared bishop is at g5 
instead of e3. This small alteration 
gives White the extra option of Axe7 
in some positions, but it can also give 
Black tactical possibilities due to the 
somewhat loose position of the g5- 
bishop. 

14 £la4 



The modem choice and certainly 
the most annoying move. White has 
also tried: 

1) 14 0-0 (White’s king wants to be 
in the centre for the endgame! This 
fact renders 14 0-0 quite harmless) 
14...b5 (14...Bab8 15 £>d5 Wxd2 16 
£xd2 £>xd5 17 cxd5 i.d4+ 18 *hl 
£d7 19 Bxc8+ Sxc8 20 Scl Bxcl+ 
21 Axel f5 22 g4 *f7 23 Ag5 b5 24 
tf?g2 e6 23 dxe6+ iLxe6 26 gxfS gxfS 
27 Ad3 *g6 28 £.f4 ±e5 29 *g3 
*f6 30 h4 h6 31 Ae2 Ad7 32 £d3 a5 
33 exf5 b4 34 A.xe5+ *xe5 35 *g4 d5 
led to a victory for Black in Mannion- 
Dzindzichashvili, Chicago 1992) 15 
£)d5 #xd2 16 £xd2 £>xd5 17 cxd5 
i.d4+ 18 *hl ±d7 19 Sxc8 Bxc8 20 
Bel Bxcl 21 jLxcl e6 22 dxe6 fxe6 
23 g3 &F1 is level, Renet-Andersson, 
Clermont-Ferrand 1989. 

2) 14 a4 can be met by: 

2a) 14...1W8?! (passive) 15 g44M7 
16 h4 *hc5 17 Adi Wf8 18 h5 h6 19 
&e 3 g5 20 a5 Bab8 21 £>d5 kxd5 22 
exd5 JLb2 23 Bc2 i.e5 24 b4 with a 
clear advantage for White, Paneque- 
Andres, Manzanillo 1989. 

2b) 14...tf?f8 (again passive) 15 h4 
h5 16 Adi £d7 17 g4 b5 18 gxh5 
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gxh5 19 iLh6 t/± Kasparov-Merku- 
lov, Tbilisi 1976. 

2c) 14...£ld7! deserves serious con¬ 
sideration, e.g. 15 kxel ^hc5 16 Jkdl 
b5 17 axb5 axb5 18 £>xb5 £id3+ 0-1 
Herrera-Andres, Cuba 1990. 

2d) The annoying 14... 1 B r b4 is an 
entirely adequate reply, when 15 £kl5 
£ixd5! 16 exd5 (and not 16 cxd5?? 
3xcl+) 16...1 r xd2+ 17 *xd2 kdl 18 
kxeTi runs into 18.. JLh6+. 

3) 14 4id5 l f xd2+ 15 *xd2 £>xd5 
(15..JUd5 16 cxd5 *f8 17 Bxc8+ 
Sxc8 18 Bel Bxcl 19 *xcl <hd7 20 
ke3 e6 21 dxe6 fxe6 22 *c2 d5 ± 
Geller-Browne, Wijk aan Zee 1975) 

16 cxd5 (also harmless is 16 exd5 iLd7 

17 a4 {17 Seel e6 18 dxe6 Axe6 19 
Bel b5 20 Af4, Kacheishvili-Suran, 
Mlada Boleslav 1994, 20...bxc4 21 
bxc4 Bc6 =} 17.. .e6 18 dxe6 kxe6 19 
iLe3 d5 20 cxd5 ^.xd5 with equality, 
Dolmatov-Lautier, Clermont-Ferrand 
1989) 16...jLd7 17 Bxc8+ (going for 
the pawn in true computer-like fash¬ 
ion; the immediate 17 J$Lxe7??, of 
course, loses the cl-rookto 17...jLh6+; 
while on 17 h4. Black easily equalizes 
with 17...f618 ke3 f519 exf5 gxf5 20 
g4 fxg4 21 fxg4 k b2 22 Bxc8+ Sxc8 
23 Bgl Ac3+ 24 ^dl a5 25 £d3 a4 
=) 17...Sxc8 18 kxtl kh6+ 19 *el 
(D) has not been properly explored: 

3a) 19...Bcl+?, while tempting, 
isn’t nearly as good as placing the rook 
on the seventh rank (as in line ‘3c’): 20 
£dl Sal (20...£b5 21 kxd6 ke3 22 
£e5 ±; 20...&f4 21 g3 ke5 22 f4 
£c3+ 23 *f2 kg4 24 i.xg4 Hxhl 25 
£xd6 Sxh2+ 26 *e3 f5 27 exf5 h5 28 
jS.f3 gxf5 29 kcl *f7 30 d6 *e6 31 
£xb7 *d7 32 i.xa6 Bxa2 33 kb5+ 
*c8 34 kb6 ±) 21 a4 f5 22 i.f6 Bbl 



23 e5 dxe5 24 kxe5 b5 25 a5 ke3 26 
f4 g5 27 g3 gxf4 28 gxf4 JLe8 29 *e2 
kh5+ 30 *xe3 Hxdl 31 Bxdl Axdl 
32b4± G. Horvath-Groszpe ter, Zalae- 
gerszeg 1991. 

3b) 19..JLf4? 20 g3 ke5 21 f4 
Se8 22 fxe5 Bxe7 23 exd6 Bxe4 24 
*f2 &f8 25 Bel ±. 

3c) 19...Bc2!20i.xd6(20a3f5! 
21 exf5 kx f5 22 Axd6 Bcl+ 23 i.dl 
kc2 24 *e2 kxb3 25 kx b3 flxhl 26 
kel Bbl {26...*f7} 27 d6+ Bxb3 28 
d7 Bb2+ 29 *el Bd2 30 d8lf+ Bxd8 
=/?) and now 20...Bxa2 21 ke5 Bc2! 
(Silman) gives Black plenty of com¬ 
pensation for the sacrificed pawn, while 
other 20th moves, such as 20..Jke3!? 
or 20...Ab5!? 21 £xb5 Bcl+ 22 *e2 
Bxhl (Black’s rook is out of play and 
the white d-pawn is dangerous), also 
deserve a serious look. 

4) 14 h4!? (D) is an interesting but 
little-used move of Serper’s, which 
gives the g5-square more support. 

4a) Thus lines like 14...h5? 15 £kl5 
1 B r xd2+ 16 *xd2 £>xd5 17 cxd5 kdl 
are no longer playable due to 18 kxel 
&h6+ 19 kg5. 

4b) Black’s best reply has not yet 
become clear due to the scarcity of 
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examples, but Silman’s suggestion of 

14.. .wf8!7, defending the sensitive 
e7-pawn, makes a good deal of sense. 
Then after 15 h5 Black must avoid 
playing 15...£)xh5?? 16 iLxe7+! &xe7 
17 &d5+, picking up the poor queen. 
However, both 15...b5!? and 15...Bc5 
appear to be fully viable. 

4c) 14...£ih5!? (with the idea of 
meeting 15 JLxe.7 by 15...5ig3 16 Bgl 
#c5) 15 £>d5 Wxd2+ 16 *xd2 £xd5 
17 exd5 Jle5, Serper-A.Ivanov, and 
Black intends to meet 18 g4 with 

18.. .£f4+. 

4d) 14...b5 15 &d5 Wd8 16 £lf4 
Ad7 17 h5 £>xh5 18 £>xh5 gxh5 19 
Bxh5 Bc5 20 Bh4 bxc4 21 £xc4 i.e6 
22 £.e3 Sc6 23 ±d4 ±xd4 24 #xd4 
#a5+ 25 *f2 Wc5 26 Wxc5 Bxc5 27 
Bchl Axc4 28 Sxh7 Bac8 29 bxc4 
Bxc4 30 g4 Bel 31 Bh8+ *g7 32 
Blh7+ 4^6 led to a draw in 40 moves 
in the game Serper-Perelshteyn, New 
York Open 1996. 

14...'txd2+ 

Almost automatic, but with the 
bishop on g5 instead of e3 Black can 
also consider 14...tfd8!7: 

1) 15 JLe3 promises White an edge 
according to Nunn: 15..JSab8?! 16iLa7 


Sa 8 17 £b 6 Wf 8 18 ±e3 Bab 8 19 
£>b 6 Bc 7 20 0-0 $M7 21 &d5, Nunn- 
Blum, London 1979. 

2) Also possible is 15 0-0 Ad7 16 
£>c3 b5 17 Sfdl Ae8 18 e5 dxe5 19 
Wxd 8 Bxd 8 20 Bxd 8 Hxd 8 21 cxb5 
axb5 22 £lxb5 h 6 23 ±e3 £k 15 24 Af2 
GM4 25 Ac4 Bd 2 26 a4 ±c 6 27 *fl 
Bb 2 28 &c3e4! 29 £ixe4 *h7 30 a5 
f5 31 £lc3 e5 32 £>dl Bd 2 33 ±e3 
Bxg 2 ! 34 iLxf4 &xf3 35 -S.e3 f4 36 
£gl e4 37 £ic3 Sd 2 38 JLe 2 Ahl 39 
a 6 e3 40 a7 Sb 2 415W1 Bxb3 42 Bc7 
Ba3 43 h4 g5 44 i.g4 h5 45 &f5+ 
*h 6 46 Be7 gxh4 47 £)xe3 Af 6 48 
Bh7+ *g5 49 £>c 2 Bc3 50 Ad4 
Bxc 2 ! 51 ±xc 2 £.xd4 and 0-1 in 61, 
Beliavsky-Shabalov, Manila OL 1992. 
This fantastic game should have been 
a big candidate for the best game prize 
of the Olympiad but wasn’t even con¬ 
sidered. 

3) 15 c5!? Bc 6 (15...£>d7 16 cxd 6 
Bxcl+ 17 tfxcl tta5+ 18 £d 2 ±) 16 
*f2! Vtf8 17 Wb4 &d7 (17.. JU 16 18 
h4 Bac819 cxd 6 Bxcl 20 dxe7 *fe 8 21 
Bxcl Bxcl 22 £.xf 6 ± is analysis by 
Hernandez) 18 cxd 6 and now rather 
than 18...Bxd6 19 Wxb7 iLd4+ 20 
iLe3 Bb 8 21 ttc7 ± Krasenkov-Heman- 
dez, Palma de Mallorca 1989, Hernan¬ 
dez suggests 18...exd6!?, giving 19 
'fxb? Ad4+ 20 *g3 4lf6!! 21 Axf 6 
(21 Bxc 6 £lh5+ 22 < S?h 4 f 6 wins for 
Black) 21 ...Bxcl 22 Bxcl iLxf 6 as un¬ 
clear. 

15 *xd2 ihdll (D) 

This has turned into the main line. 
The older 15...Sc6 no longer has many 
followers: 16 £>c3 (Black equalized 
after 16 jLe3 £kl7 17 £>c3 Bac8 18 
43d5 jbcd5 19 cxd5 jLc3+ in Reshev- 
sky-Browne, US Ch 1974; however. 
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White has an excellent alternative in 
the space-gaining 16 h4, when Pigu- 
sov-Makarov, USSR 1982 continued 
16...*f8 17 JLe3 £fo5 18 £>b6 Bd8 19 
g4 £>g3 20 Bhgl £>xe2 21 *xe2 Ab2 
22 Bcdl M3 23 f4 ±/±) 16...Bac8 
(16...Bcc8!? is a recommendation of 
ECO) 17 4M5 ± Karpov- Kavalek, Nice 
OL 1974. 



16 g4! 

White’s sharpest line (he needs to 
be able to counter Black’s plan of ...f5 
and ...d5). Other moves are: 

1) 16 h4 f6 (too slow is 16...*f8 17 
h5 Sc6 {17...h6 18 M3 g5 19 g3 
Bcb8 20 Sk3 b5 21 £>d5!, Psakhis- 
Pigusov, USSR 1980} 18 £>c3 Bc5 19 
M3 Bc7 20 £>d5 ±xd5 21 exd5 a5 
22 g4 £ic5 23 Ad3 ± Sarov-Stepanov, 
coir 1980-2) 17 J&.e3 f5 with the possi¬ 
bilities: 

la) 18 exf5 gxf5 19 i.d3 Bab8 
(worse is 19...Bc6 20 5)c3 < 4 > f7 21 
tbe.2 *bc5 22 i.bl Bac8 23 £ki4 Md4 
24 Md4 a5 25 g4! fxg4 26 &xh7 gxf3 
27 h5 Bg8 28 jk.xg8+ *xg8 29 Bcgl+ 
< i > h7 30 h61-0 Hellers-Helgason, Swe¬ 
den 1988) 20 Bhel *f7 21 £>c3 £lf6 
22 £>e2 Ml 23 5M4 e6 24 Be2? (24 


a4? d5! with the idea of 25 c5 i.f8 26 
£)e2 e5 is better for Black according 
to Petursson; best was 24 g3 iLf8 =) 
24...b5! 25 Bcel (25 Bgl h5 is slightly 
better for Black) 25...Be8 26 g3 Af8! 
and Black is better, Amason-Peturs- 
son, Icelandic Ch 1990. 

lb) 18 jLd3 Bab8 (threatening 
...b5) 19 £k:3 (19 h5 b5 20 cxb5 Bxc 1 

21 Bxcl axb5 22 5)c3 £lc5 V 2 -V 2 Sax- 
Andersson, Haninge 1990) 19...4)c5 
20 5M5 A.xd5 21 cxd5 fxe4 22 i.xe4 
£>xe4+ 23 fxe4 = Nijboer-Zsu.Polgar, 
Groningen PCA qual 1993. 

2 ) 16 Bc2 <3?f8 (16...f6 17 M3 f5 
is the accurate way for Black to pro¬ 
ceed) 17 Bhcl f5 18 i.d3 *f7 19 jLe3 
Bc6 20 4)c3 £>c5 and Black has a rea¬ 
sonable position, though White out¬ 
played his opponent after 21 £>d5 a5 

22 exf5 £xf5 23 lxf5 gxf5 24 g4! 
fxg4 25 fxg4 *e626Beli.e527 Mc5 
Bxc5 28 £>f4+ <4>f6 29 £sd3 Bc6 30 
Be4 i.xh2 31 *dl i.gl 32 Bg2 Ml 
33 Bh2 Bh8 34 Bh6+ *f7 35 Bhe6 
Be8 36 £>f4 i.b6 37 Bh6 *g7 38 g5 
e5 39 4)h5+ and 1-0 in 66, Brodsky- 
Sandor, Berlin 1993. 

16...f6 

The slower 16...'4f8?! doesn’t have 
a very good reputation, though it’s 
not as bad as some players make out. 
White must then choose between the 
following possibilities: 

1) 17 h3 f6 18 M3 f5 19 exf5 gxf5 
20 f4 leading to a slight advantage for 
White. 

2 ) 17 h4 Bc6! (17...f6?! 18 M3 f5 
19 exf5 gxf5 20 g5 d5 21 cxd5 i.xd5 
22 Bhdl ± Wang Zili-Alterman, Bei¬ 
jing 1995) 18 M3 (18 Bc2 £>c5 19 
£>c3 a5 20 £>d5 Be8 21 M3 i.c8 22 
h5 e6 23 4)c3 f5 24 hxg6 hxg6 25 exf5 
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exf5 26 gxf5 Axf5 27 Heel, Aver- 
bakh-Popov, Polanica Zdroj 1976, and 
now Averbakh recommends 27...Bc7 
28 £id5 Bf7) 18...f5 19 exf5 gxf5 20 
g5 d5 21 cxd5 Axd5 is equal accord¬ 
ing to Alterman. 

3) 17 Ae3 Bab8 18 g5 f5 19 exf5 
Axf5 20 f4 b5 21 cxb5 axb5 22 £>c3 
£ic5 23 Axc5 Bxc5 24 b4 Bc6 25 
Ad3 Axd3 26 *xd3 Bc4 27 a3 Bxf4 
28 Bhfl Bxfl 29 Sxfl+ *e8 30 Bf4 
Axc3 31 *xc3 Bc8+ 32 <S?b3 e5 33 
3 h4 Bc7 34 a4 bxa4+ 35 < 4’xa4 Be7 
36 Be4 d5 37 Bel -Sfd7 and 0-1 in 42, 
Zso.Polgar-Leko, Budapest 1993. 

16...&c6 is also possible, but very 
few players have taken it seriously: 17 
h4 2e8 18 &c3 Ad4 19 £>d5 f6 20 
Af4 Af7 21 g5 *g7 22 Ae3 Axe3+ 
23 *xe3 e6 24 S)xf6 £xf6 25 gxf6+ 
*xf6 26 Bhdl *e7 27 f4 Bec8 28 
Bd2 b5 29 Scdl bxc4 30 Axc4 Ae8 
31 Bgl Bb6 32 f5 exf5 33 exf5 Bc5 
and V 2 -V 1 in 50, Emst-Tiviakov, Han- 
inge 1992. 

17 Ae3 f5 (D) 



18exf5 

After 18 gxf5. Black equalizes eas¬ 
ily with 18...gxf5 19 Bhgl *h8 20 


£c3 fxe4 21 £>xe4 d5 22 £>g5 Ag8 23 
cxd5 Axd5 24 Bg3 Bxcl 25 *xcl £tf6, 
Lau-Zsu.Polgar, New York 1985. 

18.. .gxf519 h3 

Black also gets adequate play after 
19 g5 d5. 

19.. .5f8 

Intending ...f5-f4, which gains con¬ 
trol over the e5-square. Less convinc¬ 
ing is 19...Bc7 20 Bhgl Bf8 21 f4 
£lc5 22 $3c3 fxg4 23 hxg4 b5 24 f5 b4 
25 £>dl Ac8 26 £)f2 a5 27 Ad3 a4 28 
Ac2 axb3 29 axb3 Ab7 30 £ld3 Ac3+ 
31 *>e2 Sa8 32 £)xc5 dxc5 33 Bcdl 
Ac6 34 g5 Sa2 35 Bd8+ <£>g7 36 *d3 
Bxc2 37 f6+ exf6 38 gxf6+ *xf6 39 
Bfl+ *g7 40 *xc2 and 1-0 in 62, 
Razuvaev-Mantovani, Reggio Emilia 
1996/7. 

20 f4 

20 Bhdl!? fxg4! (here 20...f4 is 
well met by 21 Af2 d5 22 cxd5 Axd5 

23 Sfeel! hitting the bishop on d5 for an 
important tempo; White has a better 
ending as Black has no time to organ¬ 
ize an attack on f3 with ...&e5) 21 
fxg4 (21 hxg4 *he5 22 Bfl Bf7 23 g5 
Baf8 24 f4 4ig6 25 Ah5 Ad7 26 £lb6 
Ac6 with ...e5 to follow) 21...Bab8 22 
£k:3 £le5 = Liss-Donaldson, Port Erin 
1997. 

20.. .5ad8! 

An improvement over 20...d5 21 
cxd5 Axd5 22 Bhdl Bac8 23 gxf5 b5 

24 Bxc8 Bxc8 25 *el Ac6 26 $3c5 
£>xc5 27 Axc5 Af6 28 b4 Ah4+ 29 
*d2 Ae4?! 30 *e3 Axf5?! 31 Ag4 
Bf8 32 Bgl 4>h8 33 Axf5 Bxf5 34 
'S?e4 Bh5 35 Ad4+ and Black was in 
trouble in Beliavsky-Tiviakov, Gron¬ 
ingen PCA qual 1993. 

2l€k3 

Two alternatives: 
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a) 21 JLf3 fxg4 22 hxg4 d5 23 cxd5 
&e5! 24 ±e4 A.xd5 25 i.xh7+ *f7 

26 Sh5 £xb3+ 27 *e2 i.c4+ 28 -4>el 
£>xg4 29 ±b6 Sd5 30 Bf5+ Hxf5 31 
J.xf5 iLe6 32 jkxe6+ &xe6 33 l 5ic5+ 
*&f5 34 5)d7 <±>xf4 ¥ Riemersma-Van 
der Weide, Enschede 1996. 

b) 21 Shdl d5 (21...fxg4 22 hxg4 
b5!? {Kinsman} 23 cxb5 axb5 24 ‘Sic 3 
b4 25 £ie4 Sa8 26 Sc2 £rf6! =) 22 cxd5 
£>f6 23 £ib6 5)xd5?! (23...fxg4!) 24 
S)xd5 ±xd5 25 *el fxg4? (25...&g2 
±) 26 Hxd5! (26 hxg4 e6 =) 26...Bxd5 

27 &c4 e6 28 JLx d5 exd5 29 hxg4 
iLb2 30 Bc2? (30 Hdl ±) 30...d4 31 
iLd2 Ac3 32 £xc3 Vz-'/z Lane-Donald- 
son, Wrexham 1997. 

21.. .d5! 22 gxf5 

22 cxd5 £rf6 23£f3 fxg4! 24 hxg4 
lxg4 is a bit better for Black accord¬ 
ing to Am.Rodriguez. 

22.. .1.xf5 

22.. .Bxf5!? 23 cxd5 (and not 23 
JLg4 d4) 23... < Sif6 is unclear according 
to Am.Rodriguez. 

23 cxd5 24 lb6 Bd7 25 <&e3 
Bc8! 

The game is equal. Am.Rodriguez- 
Antunes, Matanzas Capablanca mem 
1994 continued 26 lO (26J.c4 Bd6 
27 ld4 b5 28 le2 Bxc3+! is very 
strong for Black) 26...e6! 27 ld4 
exd5 28 Bcgl Be8+ 29 *d2 0*4+ 30 
iLxe4 dxe4 31 Bxg7+ Bxg7 32 lxg7 
2d8+ 33 *e2 *xg7 34 £>dl Bd3 35 
&e3 jtd7 36 Sgl+ <4>f7 37 Bg5 lb5 
38 Bf5+ <4>g6 39 Bg5+ *f7 40 Bf5+ 
and now 40... < 4 > g6 would have led to a 
draw. 

Blalb) 

10.. .a6 (D) 



This was once a highly recom¬ 
mended continuation, but a startling 
discovery by IM David Strauss has 
relegated the whole idea to the junk- 
heap. 

Note that while some ideas behind 

10 .. .a6 have not held up, it can still be 
used as a very useful move-order tool. 

11 f3 

Giving firm support to the e4-pawn. 
Other moves allow Black to lash out 
with ...b7-b5. Examples can be found 
in line ‘3* in the note to 11 Scl in sec¬ 
tion Blala (i.e. 11 0-0 a6) and (in the 
same section) in the note to 1 l..Wa5. 

U..Ae6 12 Scl fic8 

Also interesting is 12...b5!?, a move 
that is examined (by transposition) in 
note ‘1* to in section Blala. 

13 b3 b5!? 

An idea of Armenian GM Rafael 
Vaganian in place of the standard 

13.. .fk5. 

14 cxb5 

Tukmakov suggested 14 £k!5 in 
some Informator notes, and it was fi¬ 
nally tested in the following interest¬ 
ing correspondence game: 14...Axd5 
15exd5 bxc4 16±xc4a5 170-0 Wb6+ 
18 &hl &c7 19 Sfel Sb8 20 Se2 <4>f8 
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21 Seel a4 22 Ah6 axb3 23 axb3 Wb7 

24 h4 Sa8 25 g4 e5! 26 dxe6 Wxf3+ 
27 Bg2 (27 *gl d5 28 e7+ Sxe7 29 
Bxe7 #xg4+ gives sufficient play ac¬ 
cording to Donnelly) 27...d5 28 e7+ 
Bxe7 29 £.xg7+ < &>xg7 30 Bxe7 dxc4 
T Garside-Donnelly, corr 1989-90. 

14.. .axb5 15 £sxb5 

Best. White has tried 15 0-0 (15 
JLxb5? WaS leaves the white army in 
danger) but hasn’t got anything worth¬ 
while: 15...b4 16 £>b5 (16 £>a4 Wa5 
17 iLe3 £>d7 18 Bxc8 Bxc8 19 Bel 
&c5 20 a3 Wd8 21 £>xc5 dxc5 22 
axb4 cxb4 V2-V2 Marciano-Mi.Pav- 
lovid, Ubeda 1997) 16...Wa5 17 ±e3 
£>d7 18 £>d4 focS 19 Bfdl Bfd8 20 
i.fl J$Ld7 21 Ac4 £ie6 22 £>e2 Bc6 
23 JLd5 Bxcl 24 Bxcl Va3 25 Bc2 
Bc8 26 Bxc8+ JLx c 8 27 h3 Ad7 28 
jLc4 V2-V2 Szekely-Tangbom, Buda¬ 
pest 1992. 

15.. .Bxcl+16 Wxcl Wa5+17 ttd2 
Ba818 a3 

Also possible is 18 5k3!? h6 (the 
line 18...Sc8 19 5)a4 Bcl+ 20 Adi 
Wxd2+ 21 *xd2 Bal 22 &c3 h6 23 
iLe3 £id7 24 Bgl! is also good for 
White - analysis by Nunn) 19 Ae3 
*hg4 20 J.d4 kxM 21 Wxd4 Bc8 22 
*d2 Bxc3 23 Wxc3 «xa2+ 24 't/el 
£>e5 25 *f2 Wa7+ 26 We3 (Black 
doesn’t have enough compensation) 

26...t r a2 27 Wc3 #a7+ 28 *g3 g5 29 
h4 and 1-0 in 39, Frolov-Tangborn, 
Kobanya 1992. 

18.. Jbtb319 «xa5 Bxa5 20 0-0 

The alternatives aren’t nearly as 

good: 

1) 20 Ad2 Ba8 21 *f2 £>d7! 22 
Bel &c5 23 i.e3 &»4 24 Axc5 dxc5 

25 Bxc5 JLxb5 26 Bxb5 JLd4+ V 2 -V 2 
A. Kuzmin-Zhachev, Moscow Ch 1988. 


2) 20 *f2 Aa4 21 Bbl i.xb5! 
(21...h6 22 JLd2 Ba8 23 £>c7! Ba7 24 
£la6! gives White a slight advantage, 
Tukmakov-Vaganian, USSR 1984) 22 
Bxb5 Bxa3 23 Bb8+ iLf8 and now 
both 24 Jkxf6 and 24 iLh6 £kd7 are 
equal. 

20...£a4 21 Bbl Axb5 22 Bxb5 
Bxa3 23 Bb8+ i.f8 24 £h6 <ftd7 25 
Bd8 Bal+ 26 *f2 Ba2 27 g4 f6 

Now Mokry-Kallai, Tmava 1985 
concluded 28 &e3 Bc2 29 id3 V 2 -V 2 . 
However, IM David Strauss shattered 
this whole line with his discovery of 
28 e5!! fxe5 (one very pretty point is 
that 28...dxe5 29 £.e3 forces the win 
of the black knight) 29 g5 and Black is 
doomed since 29...Ba7 falls victim to 
30 iLc4+. 


B1a2) 

10 #e3 (D) 



This became very popular a few 
years back, but now it’s lost some of 
its lustre. 

The idea is that the line-up with 
We3 + $Lg5 is more solid than Wd2 + 
&g5. White doesn’t have to worry 



Maroczy Bind: Gurgenidze System 


157 


about fork tricks such as ...Bxc3 fol¬ 
lowed by ...£lxe4. 

10.. .1.e6 

10.. .a6 110-0 Ad7 12 Sfdl Bc8 13 
h3 Be8 14 Bad ± Murey-Gelfer, Tel- 
Aviv 1980. 

110-0 

An important alternative is 11 Bel 
(D). Black can then play: 



1) 11 ... a612 0-0 b5!? 13 cxb5 axb5 

14 a3! WbSl (14...Ba5!? - Arnason) 

15 Axb5 left White a healthy pawn up 
in Amason-Petursson, Reykjavik (8) 
1989. 

2) ll...Wa5 120-0Bfe8(12...Bfc8 
13 b3 a6 14 f4 Wc5 15 Wxc5 Bxc5 16 
Af3 Bb8 17 e5 dxe5 18 fxe5 &e8 19 
Axe7 Bxe5 20 Jlh4 ± Ciocaltea-Spiri- 
donov, Timisoara 1982) 13 b3 £k!7 14 
Ah6 *c5 15 Wd2 Wd4 16 £>b5! (16 
#xd4 Axd4 17 Bfdl Ac5 18 £)d5 
Axd5 19 exd5 a5 20 Ad2 Ab4 is 
equal, Stangl-Espig, Dortmund 1991) 

16...Wxd2 17 Axd2 Bec8 18 Ae3 is ± 
according to Nunn. 

3) After ll.„*b6! White has tried 
two moves: 

3a) 12 b3 #xe3 13 Axe3 £k!7 14 
0-0 Bfc8 (Black isn’t in a rush to move 


his a-pawn and give White access to 
the b6-square) 15 &d5 *f8 16 f4 a5 
(Black can safely play this move now 
that both e7 and b6 have been covered) 
17 f5 Axd5 18 exd5 Ab2 19 Bc2 Aa3 
(an instructive manoeuvre: Black in¬ 
tends to trade dark-squared bishops 
with ...Ac5, when White would be left 
with one bad bishop versus an excel¬ 
lent black knight) 20 Ah6+ &>g8 21 h4 
£>f6 22 h5 gxh5 23 Bc3 *h8 24 Bh3 
b5 25 Axh5 £ixh5 26 Bxh5 bxc4 27 
bxc4 Ab2 28 Bh4 Af6 29 Be4 Bab8 
30 g4 Bb4 31 g5 Axg5 V 2 -V 2 Dolma- 
tov-Tiviakov, Rostov-on-Don 1993. 

3b) 12 «W2 Wb4\ (12...^, trans¬ 
posing into Blala, is also excellent) 
13 f3 Bfc8 (13...Axc4 14 a3 Wb3 15 
Axc4 Wxc4 16 £>d5 Wb3 17 £>xe7+ 
&h8 is unclear according to Peturs- 
son, though Nunn claims an advantage 
for White after 18 0-0 Wb6+ 19 Bf2 
Bfe8 20 Axf6 Axf6 21 £>d5 Wd4 22 
Bc7) 14 b3 a6 15 &a4 « r xd2+ 16 
&xd2 £kd7 (we have transposed into 
the same endgame that arose in B lala) 
17 h4 f6 18 JLe3 f5 19 Ad3 (or 19 h5 
b5 = Sax-Andersson, Haninge 1990) 

19...Bab8 20 exf5 gxf5 21 Bhel *f7 
22 &c3 £>f6 23 £ie2 Ad7 24 &d4 e6 

25 Be2? (25 a4? d5! with the idea of 

26 c5 Af8 27 &e2 e5 is better for 
Black according to Petursson; best is 
25 g3 Af8 =) 25...b5! 26 Bcel (26 
Bgl h5 ?) 26...Be8 27 g3 JLf8! and 
Black was better in Amason-Peturs¬ 
son, Icelandic Ch 1990. 

ll..Mb6(D) 

The alternative is 1 l...Wa5 12 Bad 
(White gets nothing from either 12 a3 
Bfc8 13 £>d5 Axd5 14 exd5 Wc5 15 
Bad Wxe3 16 Axe3 a5 = Mikhailov- 
Baumbach, corr Wch 1983-7 or 12 
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-SM5 Axd5 13 exd5 Wc7 14 Ah6 a6 
15 Axg7 d?xg716 fife 1 fiac8 17 Sacl 
Sfe8 18 Wd4 Wc5 19 Wxc5 Sxc5 20 
Afl V2-V2 Evans-Donnelly, Coventry 
1990) 12...Bfc8 13 b3 a6 and now 
"White has tried: 

1) 14 £&4 Bab8 15 c5 ± Dahlberg- 
Donaldson, Lone Pine 1981. 

2) 14 a4 Wb4 15 Adi Wc5 (or 

15...Bab8 16 Wei ± Kavalek-Visier, 
Lanzarote 1973) 16 Wxc5 Sxc5 17 
Ae3 Scc8 18 Af3 Bab8 19 a5 £>d7 20 
5)a4 4)c5 V2-V2 Kavalek-Browne, Las 
Palmas 1974. 

3) 14 f4 Wc5 15 Wxc5 Bxc5 16 Af3 
Sb8 17 e5 dxe5 18 fxe5 £>e8 19 Axe7 
Bxe5 20 Ah4 b5 21 cxb5 Sc5 22 
bxa6! and Black is busted, Ciocaltea- 
Spiridonov, Timisoara 1982. 



12 Sabi 

This became very popular for a few 
years but is now out of fashion. White 
has tried several other moves in this 
position: 

1) 12 b3 takes us to the Dolmatov- 
Tiviakov, Rostov-on-Don 1993 game 
given above (in the note to White’s 
11th move) after 12...Wxe3 13 Axe3 
£M7 (Black is also fine after both 


13.. .6g4 14 Ad2 Ae5 15 g3 £lf6 16 
f3 Sfc8 17 Sacl a6 18 Sc2 £>d7 19 
&g2 Ad4 20 Sdl Ag7 21 Ael Sc7 22 
5)d5 V2- V2 Svidler-Tiviakov, Gronin¬ 
gen 1995 and 13...a6 14 Bad Sfc8 15 
£>a4 £»d7 16 f4 f5 17 exf5 gxf5 18 
Af3 Bc7 19 Bfel Af7 20 £>b6 £lxb6 
21 Axb6 Sd7 22 g4 e6 23 gxf5 exf5 
24 *f2 *f8 25 Scdl Se8 26 Sxe8+ 
*xe8 27 Ag2 Ae6 28 Sel *f7 29 
Af3 Af6, V2-V2 in 41, Wolff-Dzindzi- 
chashvili. Las Vegas 1992) 14 Sacl 
Bfc8 15 S)d5 (15 f4!? £lc5 16 £ld5 
<4>f8 17 Af3 ± Dolmatov) 15...*f8 16 
f4 a5 (16...Ab2 17 Scdl a5 18 Bf2 
Axd5 {18...Aa3 19 £)c3! with the 
idea of f5} 19 Bxd5 4)f6, Dolmatov- 
Alterman, Haifa 1995, 20 Bb5! £)xe4 

21 Ag4 £>xf2 22 Axc8 Sxc8 23 *xf2 
Bc7 24 Sxa5 ± Dolmatov) 17 f5 Axd5 
18 exd5 Ab2 19 Bc2 Aa3 =. 

2) 12 Wd3 Bfc8 13 b3 a6 14 Ae3 
Wb4 15 Bad Sab8 16 Aa7 Ba8 17 
Ad4 b5 = Chandler-Pigusov, Sochi 
1983. 

3) 12 Wxb6 axb6 13 Sacl (or 13 
b3 £ki7 14 Bfcl Sfe8 15 Ad2 £>c5 16 
f3 Bec8 17 'A-fl b5 {17...f5 ?} 18 cxb5 
Axb3 19 axb3 Bxal 20 Sxal Axc3?? 
{20...£lxb3 is equal} 21 Axc3 £)xb3 

22 Sa3 Sxc3 23 *f2 1-0 Christian- 
sen-Donaldson, Los Angeles 1989) 

13.. .Bfc8 14 b3 b5!, when Black has 
tried: 

3a) 15 cxb5 Bxc3 16 Sxc3 £>xe4 
17 Se3 £>xg5 18 h4 Ad4! 19 Bd3 
Ac5 20 hxg5 Bxa2 21 Af3 b6 gives 
Black good compensation for the sac¬ 
rificed material according to Alzuga- 
ray and Herrera. 

3b) 15 £>xb5?! Sxa2 16 Ad3 h6 
17 Ae3 £>d7 18 Ad4 £lc5 T Toothill- 
Donnelly, corr 1994. 
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3c) 15 &d5 Axd5 16 cxd5 &xe4 
17 Axe7 Bxcl 18 Bxcl Ad4 19 *fl 
Sxa2 20 Af3 £>d2+ 21 *el Ac5 22 
Bxc5 £>xf3+ 23 gxf3 dxc5 24 d6 c4 25 
d7 Sa8 26 b4 Sal+ 27 <4>e2 Ba2+ 28 
*e3 Ba3+ 29 *e4 f5+ 30 *e5 Bd3 31 
d8 1 i r + and 1-0 in 37, Winslow-Gross, 
New York 1994. 

3d) 15 Af3 bxc4 16 e5 £>d7 17 
iLxb7 4ixe5 18 Axa8 Bxa8 19 Axe7 
cxb3 (also good is 19...£}d3 20 bxc4 
Axc4 21 Axd6 £>xcl 22 Hxcl =) 20 
axb3 53d3 21 Bcdl £>b2 22 Bel £>d3 
23 Bcdl £)b2 V2-V2 Herrera-Andres, 
Havana 1990. 

4) 12 Wd2 and now: 

4a) 12...Bfc8 13 b3 Wa5 14 Bad 
a6 15 Af3! (15 f3 b5 16 &d5 1^2 17 
Axd2 £>xd5 18 cxd5 Ad4+ 19 *hl 
Ad7 20 Bxc8+ Bxc8 21 Bel Bxcl+ 
22 Axel f5 23 g4 *f7 24 Af4 *f6 25 
g5+ *f7 26 *g2 Ac5 27 Ad2 e6 28 
exf5 gxf5 29 dxe6+ *xe6 30 h4 d5 31 
f4 Ad4 32 h5 Ae8 33 Af3 Ab6 V2-V2 
Belotti-Tiviakov, Forli 1992) 15...Bab8 

16 Bfel b5 17 £kd5 Wxd2 18 Axd2 
&f8 19 cxb5 axb5 20 &b4 4 Sigur- 
jonsson-Petursson, Reykjavik 1985. 

4b) n.-.WaS! (more accurate) 13 
Bad a6! 14 Ad3 (14 b3 b5! 15 cxb5 
axb5 16 Axb5 Bfc8 17 e5 dxe5 is un¬ 
clear) 14...Sfc8 15 b3 b5 16 £ld5 #xd2 

17 Axd2 £>xd5 18 cxd5 Ad7 = Ama- 
son-Petursson, Reykjavik (2) 1989. 

12.. .1 r xe313 Axe3 Bfc8 14 b3 (D) 

14.. .£>g4!? 

Actually, it’s not clear what Black’s 
best move is. Other promising choices 
are: 

1) 14...£kl715£>d5Axd516exd5 
&c5 17 Bbcl a5 18 Bc2 £ia6! 19 a3 
b5 20 Bfcl b4 V2-V2 Anand-Tiviakov, 
Groningen PCA qual 1993. 



2) 14...*f8 15 f3? £>g4 16 fxg4 
Axc3 17 Bbcl Ab2 18 Bc2 Aa3 19 
g5 b5 20 h4 bxc4 21 Axc4 Axc4 22 
bxc4 $g8 23 Bcf2 Bxc4 24 Bxf7 Bxe4 
25 Axa7 Bxh4 26 g3 (avoiding 26 
Bxe7 Bxa7! 27 Bxa7 Ac5+) 26...Be4 
27 B7f3 Ab4 28 B3f2 Ael 0-1 
Rodin-Pigusov, USSR Cht (Podolsk) 
1992. A horrible game by White. 

3) 14...a615£>a4(15Af3£tf716 
Bfcl £>c5 17 £sd5 Axd5 18 exd5 a5 
19 Axc5 Bxc5 20 a4 Bc7 21 g3 Ad4 
22 Bdl Ac5 23 Ag4 *g7 24 <4>g2 h5 
25 Ae2 e6 26 Af3 e5! 27 Bb2 f5 28 
Ae2 *f6 29 h3 Bh8 30 Bhl g5 and 
Black went on to win in Paige- 
Dzindzichashvili, Philadelphia 1993) 

15.. .Bab8! (15...£>d7 16 f4 f5 17 exf5 
Axf5 18 Bbcl Bab8 19 4k3 *f8 20 
g4 led to a clear advantage for White 
in Christiansen-Dzindzichashvili, USA 
Ch 1990) 16 £>b6 Bc717 Af3 £ld718 
a4 (or 18 &d5!? Axd5 19 cxd5 £>e5, 
when both 20 Ae2 Bc2 and 20 Bbcl 
Bbc8 21 Bxc7 Bxc7 22 Bel Bxcl+ 23 
Axel &xf3+ are fine for Black) 

18 .. .Ac3 19 Bfdl &xb 6 V2-V2 A.Iva- 
nov-Petursson, New York Open 1991 . 

4) 14...Ad7 15 Bfdl Ac616f3a5 
17 Bbcl &d7 18 g3 *f8 19 h4 h5 20 
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*f2 Ae5 21 i.fl e6 22 Bd2 4)c5 23 
i.g2 *e7 24 4)e2 b6 25 Bcdl Bd8 
26 Ag5+ Af6 27 i.xf6+ *xf6 28 e5+ 
± Karpov-Petursson, Reggio Emilia 
1989/90. 

15 Jk.d2 

The critical response. In A.Ivanov- 
Donaldson, Reno 1990, Black had no 
problems after 15 iLxg4 iLxc3 16 
Axe6 fxe6 17 f4 a6 18 f5 exf5 19 exf5 
b5 20 Bbcl iLf6 21 c5 dxc5 22 Bxc5 
Sxc5 23 iLxc5 Bc8 24 b4 Bd8 25 fxg6 
hxg6 26 Sel *f7 27 Be2 Bd3 28 *f2 
Ba3 V 2 -V 2 . 

15..JLe5! 

The tempting 15...Axc3 16 JLxc3 
b5 leaves Black under pressure after 
Christiansen’s 17 f4! (17 h3 4)f6 18 
£xf6 exf6 19 cxb5 Bc2 20 Af3 Bxa2 
21 e5 d5 22 exf6 Bb8 23 Sal Sxal 24 
Bxal Bxb5 25 Bxa7 h5 leads to a 
likely draw). His analysis (after 17 f4) 
follows: 

1) 17...bxc4 18 f5 gxf5 19 exf5 
cxb3 20 fxe6 Bxc3 21 exf7+ *f8 22 
jLxg4 bxa2 23 Bb2 and wins. 

2) 17...4)e3? 18 Bf3 4)c2 19 f5 
Ad7 20 Bel 4)a3 21 JLb4 and White 
wins. 

3) 17...f5 18 exf5 Axf5 19 Bbcl 
with a clear advantage for White. 

Our main line (15...iLe5) is a rec¬ 
ommendation of GM Kochiev. 

16£kd5 

Another Christiansen recommen¬ 
dation. He now claims an advantage 
for White but this assessment seems 
way over the top. Note that both 16 h3 
and 16 g3 are met by 16...4)f6, when 
Black has managed to place his bishop 
ahead of his knight and, as a result, get 
quite a comfortable position. 

16~.&f8! 


This calmly takes care of the threat 
against e7. Now 17 ^.h6+ <fge 8 is noth¬ 
ing for White. 

17 h3 4)16 

Black has a perfectly satisfactory 
position. 


Bib) 

9 ±e3 (D) 



This used to be the most popular 
move until 9 £g5 came into vogue. 
Lately, thanks to Ivanchuk, it is once 
again at the forefront of theory. 
9...0-010Wd2£e6 
The usual move. Other tries: 

1) 10...#a5 is also playable and 
will usually transpose after 11 f3 Ae6. 
Attempts to punish it fail: 11 a3 Ae6 

12 b4 £)xe4! 13 bxa5 Axc3 or 11 flcl 
Ae6 12 b3 a6 13 0-0 b5 14 £>d5 lfxd2 
15 £)xe7+ tf?h8 and we have trans¬ 
posed to Uhlmann-Marosi, Budapest 
1981, which is fine for Black - see the 
first paragraph of the note to White’s 
12th move in section Blala. 

2) 10...a6 with two alternatives: 
2a) 11 flcl Ae6 12 b3 (12 f3 flc8 

13 b3 b5 14 cxb5 axb5 15 0-0 b4 16 
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£>a4 Sb8 17 5)b2 £*17 18 £d4 
iLxd4+ 19 #xd4 Wb6 20Wxb6 Bxb6 

21 £>a4 Bb7 22 Bfdl Sa8 23 Bd2 
V 2 -V 2 Adamson-Burtman, Los Ange¬ 
les 1993) 12...Bc8 13 f3 b5!? 14cxb5 
axb5 15 £>xb5 Bxcl+ 16 #xcl Wa5+ 
17 Wd2 Sa8 and now: 

2al) 18 #xa5 Bxa5 19 £>c3 43d7 

20 <ba4 £ic5 21 Jid2 Ba8 (21...Ba7 

22 £e3 Ba5 23 ±xc5 dxc5 24 *d2 c4 
25 *c2 f5 26 Bel *f7 27 ^c3 cxb3+ 
28 axb3 Bc5 29 iLc4 JLxc4 30 bxc4 
Bxc4 31 &d3 Bc8 = Chuiko-Starodo- 
vorsky, Simferopol 1989) 22 Adi 
&xa4 23 bxa4 i.xa2 24 a5 ±d4 25 
£e2 Bb8 26 Ad3 Bb2 27 Bfl £b3 
V2-V2 Shaked-Burtman, Las Vegas 
1993. 

2a2) 185)c3^g419Ad4jLxd420 
Wxd4 Bc8 is Frolov-Tangbom (note 
to White’s 18th move in section Blalb) 
without ...h6. 

2a3) Best is probably 18 a3!, when 
18..JLxb3 19 Wxa5 Bxa5 20 0-0 Jka4 

21 Bbl JLxb5 22 Bxb5 Bxa3 23 Bb8+ 
i.f8 24 iLh6 &d7 25 Bd8 Bal+ 26 
< 4>f2 Ba2 27 g4 f6 28 e5H wins for 
White. 

2b) 11 0-0 #35 12 a3 Ae6 13 b4 
1U8 14 Babl b5 15 cxb5 axb5 16 
£xb5 Bxa3 17 £d4 Wa8 I8i.d3 Bc8 
19 Bfcl <S)d7 20 Axg7 *xg7 21 i.fl 
<4>g8 22 Wd4 £>e5 23 b5 Wa5 24 £>d5 
Bxcl 25 Bxcl Jkxd5 26 exd5 and 
White’s passed b-pawn turned out to 
be too strong in Yudasin-Antunes, 
Seville 1993. 

3) 10...Jkd7 11 0-0 a5 12 b3 1x6 
13 f3 £)d7 ( editor’s note: note that 
White is a hill tempo up compared 
with the line 5 c4 &f6 6 &c3 d6 7 jke2 
Ag7 8 Jke3 0-0 9 0-0 £d7 10 Wd2 
£lxd4 11 jkxd4 Jkc6 12 f3 a5 13 b3 


4kl7 14 ike3 - see Chapter 12, section 
B2) 14 Babl £>c5 15 Bfcl e6 16 £>b5 
J.e5 17 Bdl? Wh4 18 g3 ±xg3! 19 
hxg3 Wxg3+ 20 *hl (20 <±fl £»xe4 
21 fxe4 f5! and then 22 e5 Ag2+ 23 
*gl ±h3+ 24 *hl 'H r g2# or 22 &f2 
fxe4 intending 23...e3 - analysis by 
Bjarke Kristensen) 20...£lxe4! 21 
#d3 Wh3+ 22 i-gl &g3 23 <SM4 jLe4! 
24 fxe4 Whl+25 *f2 <5)xe4+ 26 Wxe4 
Wxe4 and Black won on the 38th 
move in Heine Nielsen-Larsen, Dan¬ 
ish Ch (Esbjerg) 1997. 

4) 10...a5 11 f3 a4 12 Bel i.d7 13 
£)d5 5)xd5 14 cxd5 e6 15 dxe6 Jkxe6 
16 i.c4 #f6 17 b3 b5 18 ±xb5 axb3 
19 axb3 Jkxb3 20 0-0 = Dochev- 
Finegold, Cappelle la Grande 1992. 

Returning to the position after 
10...£.e6 (D): 



Now we will explore: 

Blbl: 110-0 162 
Blb2: 11 f3 165 


A tricky move-order that deserves a 
bit of attention is 11 Bel. Then: 

1) ll...#a5 12 Ad3 Sfc8 13 b3 a6 
14£se2ltxd2+ 15*xd24M7! 16£rf4 
£>c5 17 Ae2 a5 18 &d5?! (18 £>xe6 
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fxe619 2c2 £>a6 20 a3 4ic5) 18. Jbutt 
19 cxd5 (19 exd5 Jibl 20 Hc2 Aa3) 

19.. .a4! 20 M? (20 £.xc5 dxc5 ?) 

20.. .£lb3+! 21 axb3 Bxcl 22 Bxcl a3 
+ J.Polgar-Antunes, Erevan OL 1996. 

2) After 11. ,.a6 12 f3, Black must 
avoid n.-WaS?! because of 13 ?M5! 
Wtxd2+ 14 *xd2 J&.xd5 15 cxd5 with 
some advantage to White, who went 
on to win in both Adams-Hodgson, 
Hastings 1991/2 and Dvoirys-Tivia- 
kov, Podolsk 1993. 

Blbl) 

110-0 

This move marks the start of per¬ 
haps the most dangerous treatment 
against this system of the Maroczy. 
Ukrainian super-GM Vasily Ivanchuk 
was the first to figure out the set-up of 
f3, Bfcl and Sabi. It may look a bit 
odd to see the f-rook move to cl, but 
Ivanchuk’s idea is clear: he wants to 
restrain Black's play on the queenside 
completely. The key questions to be 
answered are: what precise move-order 
White should employ to reach his 
dream set-up and how Black should 
react to get concrete counteiplay. 

U..M*5(D) 

Also possible is ll...a6 12 f3 Wa5 
13 Sfcl Bfc8 14 Sabi Axc4 15 0sd5 
Hfxd2 16 £>xe7+ 4>f8 17 Axd2. Some 
sources seem to think that White is 
just better here, but it actually doesn’t 
look like much: 17...4 > xe7 18 Axc4 
Sc6 19 Ad3 BacS 20 Bxc6 Bxc6 21 
Bel Bxcl+ 22 Axel a5 23 a4 &d7 
24 Ac4 £>b6 25 Ab5 Ad4+ 26 *f 1 d5 
27 *e2 dxe4 28 fxe4 £>d7 29 b3 0*5 
30 Ac4 b6 31 h3 h5 32 Ad5 V 2 -V 2 
Am.Rodriguez-Minzer, Ubeda 1997. 



12 Babl! 

White has two other ways to get 
into the same system: 

1) 12 f3 Bfc813 Bfcl 0*fl 14 Babl 
(14 b3 allows 14...b5!) 14...Axc4 (or 

14...1U8 15 £k!5 a5 16 Ag5 Axd5 17 
cxd5 a4 18 Bc2 Af6 19 Ae3 #a5 20 
#dl £>c5 21 Afl £>a6 22 a3 £>c5 = 
Am.Rodriguez-Barria, Cascavel 1995) 

15 *hd5 Wxd2 16 £>xe7+ *f8 17 
Axd2 Ad4+ 18 ^hl Sfexe7 19 Axc4 
£ib6 20 Ab3 Bxcl+ 21 Bxcl Bc8 22 
Bxc8 £>xc8 23 Ad5 Axb2 24 Axb7 
£fo6 with just a slight edge to White, 
Aseev-Vokarev, Russian Ch (Elista) 
1996. 

2) 12 Bfcl Bfc8 (with this order, 
Black has the option of 12...4)xe4!? 13 
&xe4 Wxd2 14 &xd2 Axb2, which 
was seen in Psakhis-Alterman, Israeli 
Cht 1996: 15 Af3 Axel? {15...Sfb8! 

16 £>b3 Axal 17 Osxal Ad7 18 c5 
with an unclear position} 16 Bxcl Bac8 

17 Axb7 Bc7 18 Af3 Bb8 19 Adi! ±) 
13 b3 a6 14 Babl with a transposition 
into 12 Babl. 

3) It’s important to note that theory 
recommends avoiding ...Bfc8 (which 
forces b3) when White can still play 
f2-f4-f5. Following 12 Bad: 
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3a) After the generic 12...Bfc8 
(considered dubious) 13 b3 a6 White 
has the supposedly strong 14 f4 b5 15 
f5! iLd7 (D) (White is in control after 
both 15...gxf5 16 exf5 i.d7 17 Ad4! 
bxc4 18 JLxc4 ± Lengyel-Matanovid, 
Budapest 1964, and 15...b4 16 fxe6 
bxc3 17 exf7+ *f8 18 Wc2 We5 19 
jLf3 ± Shamkovich-Kagan, Netanya 
1975) and now we consider five possi¬ 
bilities for White: 



3al) 16 b4!? turned out well for 
Black in Beliavsky-Stean, Hastings 
1974/5 after 16...1 r xb4 17 e5 dxe5 18 
fxg6 JLe6! 19 gxf7+ &xf7 (19...jLxf7 

20 Ah6 ±xh6 21 #xh6 Axc4 22 
WgS+ *h8 23 Bxf6 Sg8! 24 Wxc5 
exf6 25 Wxf6+ Bg7 26 Wd4 Bc8 27 
£ie4 We7 28 Axc4 Wa7! 29 Wxa7 
Bxa7 30 Bel Bxc4 31 &d6 Bc2 32 &f5 
Sa8 33 a3 Bc3 0-1 Ivanchuk-Anand, 
Moscow PCA rpd 1994) 20 Af3 Bd8 

21 Wf2 Bac8. 

3a2) 16Ad4?«)xe417l r e3^xc3 
18 Bxc3 J.xd4 19 Wxd4 e5 20 Wd2 
Wd8 V 2 -V 2 Bobotsov-Hort, Kapfenberg 
Echt 1970. 

3a3) 16 iLg5? Bc5 17 Ae3 Bc7 18 
c5 Bac8 19 Bc2 Bxc5! and Black went 


on to win in de Firmian-Strauss, Long 

Rpdph 1QQ9 

3a4) 16 fxg6 hxg6 17 c5 (17 e5? 
b4! 18 exf6 bxc3 19 Hxc3 Axf6 20 
flxf6 exf6 21 Af3 Ac6 22 Ad4 Axf3 
23 Wf4 Wg5 24 Wxf3 fie8 is better for 
Black, Spassky-Panno, Palma de Mal¬ 
lorca 1969) 17...Ae6 (Donaldson likes 

17.. .b418 £>d5 £>xd5 19 exd5 dxc5 20 
£c4 £e8) 18 Af3 dxc5 19 e5 £>g4 20 
£xa8 &xe5 21 jkd5, Tal-Parma, Bled 
1961, is often cited as the refutation of 
Black’s play, but not many people 
seem to believe it. 

3a5) 16 g4! is a Shamkovich rec¬ 
ommendation. He gives 16...b4 17 £M5 
£ixe4? 18 Wc2 and 16...bxc4 17 g5. 

So it’s not completely clear that the 
position after 14 f4 is really bad for 
Black. Nevertheless, a good way to 
avoid this whole mess (after 12 Had) 
is... 

3b) 12...a6!, and now 13 f4 no 
longer has much effect: 13...b5! (now 
14 f5 can be met by 14..JLxc4) 14 
cxb5 axb5 15 b4? (better is 15 f5 b4 
{15...Ac4!?} 16 fxe6 bxc3 17 exf7+ 
^8 18 Wxc3 Wxc3 19 bxc3 £ixe4 20 
£d4 =) 15...Wxb4 16 Hbl Wa3 17 
Hxb5 Sfc8 18 &d4 Hxc3 19 Wxc3 
£>xe4 20 Hb8+ Hxb8! 21 #xa3 ±xd4+ 
22 *hl £tf2+ 23 Hxf2 (23 *gl Hb2!) 

23.. JLxf2, and Black converted his 
advantage into an eventual win in 
Cardoso-Adorjan, Lanzarote 1975. 

12...Hfc8 

Also possible is 12...£>g4!? 13 £M5 
(13 Jid4 £xd4 14 Wxd4 «fe5 15 
Wxe 5 5ixe5 is equal according to Iv¬ 
anchuk, who also gives 13 b4 J&xc3! 
14 Wxc3 We5 15 Wxe5 $3xe5 as un¬ 
clear) 13...«fxd2 14 £xd2 ±xd5 15 
cxd5 £rf6 16 f3 Hfc8 17 Hfcl ±. 
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13 b3 (D) 



13...a6 

Ivanchuk mentions three alterna¬ 
tives (all analysis by Ivanchuk): 

1) 13...5)g414 £ld5 (White can also 
play 14 £d4 i.xd4 15 #xd4 #e5?! 
{15...£>f6!? ±} 16 #xe5 £)xe5 17 f4 
5)c6 18 f5 &d7 19 f6 ±) 14...#xd2 15 
i.xd2 *f8 16 JLxg4 i.xg4 17 Ag5 c6 
18 £>f6 h6 19 ^.xh6 A.e2 20 Hfel 
JLxc4 21 £kl7+ 4^8 22 Jkxg7 4xg7 
23 Hbdl i.b5 24 Hxd6 Axd7 25 Hxd7 
± Enders-Brendel, Bundesliga 1995/6. 

2) 13...b5 14 b4! Wc7 15 e5! dxe5 
16 £>b5 #b7 17 c5 ±. 

3) 13...5W7 14 Hfcl WdM 15 &d5 
&c5 16 Af3 a5 17 h4 ± Ivanchuk- 
Anand, Buenos Aires 1994. 

14 Sfcl Hab8 

Several games have also seen the 
active 14...Wb4, though Black must be 
careful about the safety of his queen: 

1) 15 f3 £>d7 16 &d5 #xd2 17 
Jk.xd2 Axd5 18 cxd5 i.d4+19 4fl h5 
(19...5)b6 20 f4 e6 21 dxe6 fxe6 22 
Ji.f3 Sc6 23 Hxc6 bxc6 24 A.a5 £id7 
25 Hdl led to an eventual victory for 
White in Morovi6-Spangenberg, Bue¬ 
nos Aires 1997) 20 g3 4f8 21 a4 with 


a slight advantage for White, Zon- 
takh-Velimirovic, Yugoslavia 1995. 

2) 15 a3 #a5 16 b4 #xa3 17 Hal 
Wxb4 18 Ha4 5)xe4 19 Hxb4 £>xd2 
20 Jkxd2 Hc7 21 £a4 £d4 22 i.f3 
Hb8 23 c5 i.xc5 24 £lxc5 dxc5 25 
Hbbl ± David-Antunes, Erevan OL 
1996. 

Passive but playable is 14...£kl7 15 
f4 Hab8 16 b4 Vd8 17 £*15 <&f6 18 
iLf3 b6, when White has to have some 
advantage, though Black eventually 
equalized in Zarnicki-Spangenberg, 
Argentine Ch 1995 after 19 lff2 £)xd5 
20 exd5 ±d7 21 Hb3 e6 22 Hd3 exd5 23 
i.xd5 i.c6 24 c5 bxc5 25 bxc5 Hb2 26 
Hd2 Hxd2 27 Wxd2 ±xd5 28 #xd5 
Wei 29 iLf2 dxc5 30 Hxc5 Hd8. 

15f3*f8 (D) 

A useful waiting move that gives el 
some much-needed support. Also pos¬ 
sible is 15...£kl7 16 b4 WdS 17 £ld5 
i.xd5 18 Wxd5 Wcl 19 Wdl a5 20 a3 
axb4 21 axb4 b6 with only a small ad¬ 
vantage for White, Kudrin-Dzindzi- 
chashvili, Modesto 1995. 



i6i.fi 

It's not clear what White’s best 
move is. Two other possibilities: 
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1) 16 b4(Psakhis makes this out to 
be good for White but de Firmian didn’t 
agree with his assessment) 16...Wd8 

17 £kl5! (Psakhis mentions 17 c5 dxc5 

18 Wxd8+ Hxd8 19 bxc5 as being a bit 
better for White; maybe, but it’s not 
really clear to us if White has anything 
at all after 19...£>d7 20 £kI5 £>e5) 

17...b5 18 a3 (the only try for advan¬ 
tage; 18 a4?! bxa4 19 Wa2 £>xd5 20 
cxd5 Hxcl+ 22 fixcl Ad7 is a bit bet¬ 
ter for Black while 18 cxb5 axb5 19 
Hxc8 Axc8 20 £>xf6 Axf6 21 He 1 Ad7 
is only equal), Psakhis-Am.Rodriguez, 
Andorra 1996, and now 18...£>xd5 19 
exd5 Af5 20 Hb3 is a bit better for 
White according to Psakhis (and not 
20 Ad3?! bxc4 21 Axf5 gxf5 with the 
idea 22 Ad4 Axd4+ 23 Wxd4 Wb6!) 
but 18...Ad7!? seems to be com¬ 
pletely acceptable for Black. 

2) 16 Wei and then: 

2a) 16...£>d7 17 b4 Wd8 18 &d5 
Axd5 19 cxd5 b6 20 a4 a5 21 bxa5 
bxa5 22 Hb5 ± Morovi6-Kudrin, New 
York 1997: 22...£>c5 23 Wdl Ha8 24 
g4 *g8 25 *g2 Wf8 and Black re¬ 
signed without waiting for a reply. 

2b) 16...Wb4 17 a3 may be better, 
when after 17...Wa5 18 b4 Wd8 19 
£)d5, we have something similar to 
lines from 16 b4 with the difference 
that White has the extra move a3 and 
the white queen stands on el instead of 
d2. However, 17...Wxa3!? isn’t com¬ 
pletely clear. For example 18 Hal Wb4 

19 Ha4 Wxb3 20 Hbl Wc2 21 Adi 
Wxc3 22 Wxc3 £>xe4 with 23...&c3 to 
follow gives Black lots of pawns and 
real chances to draw. 

16.Jtb4! 17 Hc2 

Not 17 a3?! Wxa3! 18 Hal Wb4 
19 Ha4 Wxb3 20 Hbl (after 20 e5. 


20.. .£ie4 was played in Peng-Antu- 
nes, Macau 1996, but Black didn’t get 
sufficient compensation for the piece 
after 21 fxe4 Axe5 22 Ad4 b5 23 
Hxa6 bxc4 24 Hbl Wxbl 25 &xbl 
Hxbl 26 Axe5 dxe5 27 Wc3; instead. 
Black has to try 20...b5 21 exf6 Axf6 
22 Hxa6, when he gets three pawns for 
the piece) 20...&xe4 21 Hxb3 £lxd2 
22 Axd2 b5 23 Hxa6 bxc4 24 Hxb8 
Ad4+ 25 <4?hl Hxb8, when Black’s 
three pawns outweigh White’s extra 
piece. 

17...b5! 18 a3 Wxa3 19 £>xb5! 
axb5 20 Ha2 Wxa2 21 Wxa2 bxc4 

The game is equal, de Firmian- 
Donaldson, Philadelphia 1997 con¬ 
cluded 22 bxc4 Ha8 (22...Hxbl 23 
Wxbl Axc4 24 Axc4 Hxc4 is com¬ 
pletely secure for Black) 23 Wc2 £kI7 
24 Wcl £>e5 25 Ah6 Axc4 26 Axc4 
Hxc4 (26...5)xc4!?) 27 Axg7+ *xg7 
28 Wb2 g5 29 h4 h6 30 hxg5 V 2 -V 2 . 

I’m sure that in the next couple of 
years, lots of new discoveries will be 
made in Ivanchuk’s system. However, 
at the moment things appear to be 
fairly safe for the black side. 

B1b2) 

Ut3(D) 

U.Jta5 

Black may also play the immediate 

11.. .a6: 

1) After 12 Bel: 

la) 12...Wa5 transposes back into 
the main column. 

lb) 12...b5!? 13 £kl5 (the only way 
to test 12...bS is by taking the pawn: 
13 cxb5 axb5 14 a3 £kl7 15 £ixb5 
4lc5 16 $Lx c 5 dxc5; Black has some 
compensation, but is it sufficient?) 
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13.. .bxc4 14 5)xf6+ iLxf6 15 Axc4 
Bc8 (15...iLxc416 Bxc4 Bc8 17 Bxc8 
#xc8 18 0-0 Wb7 19 b3 Bc8 20 Bel 
Bc6 21 Bxc6 #xc6 22 I'd Wb7 23 
#c4 e6 24 <4?f2 h5 25 a4 d5 = Braga- 
Tsuboi, Sao Paulo 1991) 16 $Lxe6 
Bxcl+17 Wxcl fxe618 Wd2 d5 19 b3 
Wd6 20 0-0 d4 21 i.h6 Bc8 22 Bel 
Bxcl+ 23 Wxcl *f7 24 ±f4 i.e5 25 
£xe5 WtxcS 26 ffc4 ttd6 27 *f2 d3 28 
e5 Wb6+ 29 *fl We3 30 Wc4 Wcl+ 
31 4>f2 d2 0-1 Pimenta-Khenkin, Ge¬ 
neva 1994. 

2) In Garma-R.Hernandez, Novi 
Sad OL 1990, White answered with 
12 0-0 Wa5 13 b4?! (better is 13 Bacl 
Bfc8 14 b3 b5 with mutual chances) 

13.. .1 r xb4 14 Babl and after 14...#a5 
15 JLb6 We5 16 Bfcl Bac8 17 f4 
foxc4 18 We3 Wxc3 19 Bxc3 £>xc3 20 
Bel iLxc4 21 Ag4 fod5 22 Wf2 e6 
Black was on his way to victory. 

12 Bel 

Harmless is 12 £lb5 #xd2+ 13 
*xd2 fodl] 14 Babl (after 14 foci 
Bac8 15?)xe6fxe6 16 Babl, 16...33e5 
17 Bhcl £)c6 playing for control of d4 
gives Black a good game) 14...£k5 15 
Bhcl Bfc8 16 b3 foc6 17 f4 f518 A.f3 
fxe4 19 Axe4 i.f5 20 A.xf5 gxf5 21 


*e2 *f7 22 Bdl a6 23 £>d4 £>xd4+ 
24 i.xd4 b5 25 £xg7 *xg7 26 Bdcl 
'h- 'h Botvinnik-Matulovid, USSR vs 
Rest of World (Belgrade) 1970, though 

26...Bc5 is a shade better for Black. 

12...Bfc8 

Bad is 12...a6? 13 fod5 #xd2+ 14 
*xd2 Axd5 15 cxd5 Bfc8 16 b4 fodl 
17 a4 *f8 18 a5 £b2 19 Bc2 Bxc2+ 
20 l 4 , xc2 ± Dvoirys-Tiviakov, Podolsk 
1993. 

13b3a6 (D) 



Now White has: 

Blb2a: 14 fodS 166 
Blb2b: 14 a4 167 
Blb2c: 14 0-0 168 

Blb2d: 14 foa4 169 

Note that 14 £)bl is answered by 

14...Wd8 with the threat of ...b5. 

B1b2a) 

I4fod5 

As Black has already challenged on 
the c-file, this move only leads to a 
draw. 

14...Wxd2+ 15 *xd2 £sxd5 16 
cxd5 
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If White wants to play for a win, the 
unbalancing 16 exdS has to be tried. 
Black should seek to restore the bal¬ 
ance in the centre with ...e6 and ...d5 
as soon as possible: 16...Ad7 17 a4 e6 
(17...i.b2 18 Hc2 Jka3 19 &d4 a5 20 
h4 jk.cS 21 i.c3 e5 22 dxe6 &xe6 23 
h5 ± Zhuravliov-Piesina, Vilnius 1993) 
18 dxe6 Axe6 19 Hhdl d5 20 cxd5 
jk.xd5 = Zhuravliov-Lemer, St Peters¬ 
burg 1992, though Black later got out¬ 
played and lost. 

16.. JLd7 17 fixc8+ 

17 Bc4 is met by 17...b5. 

17.. .Hxc8 18 ficl Sxcl 19 < &xcl 

This position, or ones very similar, 

can arise with either JLe3 or jk.g3 and 
with or without ...bS. To have real win¬ 
ning chances there needs to be a dif¬ 
ference of at least 200 rating points. 
Neither side has much to work with. 

19.. .«f8 20&c2 

Other moves also leading to noth¬ 
ing: 

1) 20j&.b6e621i.c4*e7 22*c2 
Ae5 23 h3 exd5 24 i.xd5 £c6 25 
JLx c 6 bxc6, Dorfman-Gdanski, Polan- 
ica Zdroj 1993. The finish was any¬ 
thing but exciting: 26 &d3 Ag3 27 
£d4 *e6 28 <±>c4 f5 29 ±c3 fxe4 30 
fxe4 i.f2 31 g4 h5 32 gxh5 gxh5 33 
*d3 Ah4 34 *e3 Jig5+ 35 *f3 £.d8 
36 *f4 &e7 37 &d4 Ad8 38 Ac3 
V2-V2. 

2) 20 *d2 e6 21 Ac4 *e7 22 
iLg5+ i.f6 23 ±xf6+ *xf6 24 dxe6 
fxe6 25 *e3 a5 26 f4 b5 27 Jke2 e5 28 
g3 h6 29 a3 b4 30 axb4 axb4 31 JLc4 
Jkh3 32 *d2 exf4 33 gxf4 g5 34 *e3 
gxf4+ 35 <±>xf4 h5 36 i.d5 h4 37 i.c4 
Ad7 38 Ad5 JLc8 39 i.c4 V2-V2 Xie 
Jun-Kamsky, Monte Carlo Amber rpd 
1996. 


20...e6 

V2- l h Petrosian-Fischer, Buenos 
Aires Ct (4) 1971. The game Ani- 
kaev-Vasiukov, Volgodonsk 1981, saw 
five more moves played before the 
draw was agreed: 21 g4 (21 iLc4 
22 dxe6 fxe6 23 £b6 i.c6 24 *d2 
*d7 25 *e3 £h6+ 26 *e2 d5 27 
exd5 jLxd5 28 £xd5 exd5 29 &d4 
*e6 30 <4>d3 Af8 31 h3 V2-V2 Yako- 
vich-Pigusov, Kharkov 1985; editor’s 
note: 21 a4 also led to a draw in 
Spassky-Petrosian, Moscow Wch (3) 
1969) 21...exd5 22 exd5 *e7 23 a4 f5 
24 g5 Ae8 25 f4 Af7 V2-V2. 


B1b2b) 

14 a4 (D) 



White clamps down on Black’s 
...b7-b5 advance. 

14...tfb4 

Black can also try 14...£)d7 15 
5)d5 'i r xd2+ (deserving of attention is 

15...1d8!? 16a5 {160-0!?} 16...i.xd5 
17 exd5 b6 18 axb6 £lxb6 19 b4 a5 20 
bxa5 &d7 with the idea of ...€)c5 and 
Wxa5 ? - analysis by Alzugaray and 
Herrera) 16 *xd2 i.xd5 17 cxd5 (17 
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exd5 a5 18 Bhel £>c5 19 Adi Ab2 
with an equal position, Alzugaray- 
Andres, Cuba 1989/90) 17...*f8 18 
b4 Ab2 19 Bc2 Bxc2+ 20 *xc2 Ag7 
21 *b3 Bc8 22 Bel ± Vuk5evi£-Dri- 
mer, Leningrad 1960. 

15 £>d5 £ixd5 16 exd5 

16 cxd5 leads to the same type of 
play as found in B lb2a. The inclusion 
of a4 does not change the assessment - 
it will still be a draw. 

16.. .Wxd2+ 17 *xd2 Ad7 18 
Shdl 

The space-gaining 18 a5 also comes 
into consideration: 18...e6 (playable, 

but 18_&.b2! 19 Bc2 Aa3 seems to 

offer easy equality) 19 dxe6 Axe6 20 
b4 Sc7 21 Bc2 Bac8 22 Bhcl h5 23 
g3 Ae5 24 f4 Ag7 25 Ad3 *f8 26 
Ab6 with a small advantage for White, 
Reeh-Tal, Cologne 1989. 

18.. .Ab2! 19 Bc2 Aa3 20 Ad4 
Ab4+ 21 *cl a5 

21.. .b5!? also deserves considera¬ 
tion. 

22 4>bl e5! 23 dxe6 

23 Ae3 Ac5! is good for Black. 

23.. .fxe6 24 Ad3 *f7 = Hort- 
Mecking, Petropolis IZ 1973. 

B1b2c) 

140-0 

Putting the king on the side kills a 
lot of White’s endgame potential and 
is not considered dangerous to Black. 

14.. .b5 (D) 

15 £>bl 

The only try for an advantage but, 
objectively, 15 €)d5 steering for a draw 
is White’s best Though the position is 
totally balanced, the following exam¬ 
ples, featuring large rating differences. 



serve as testimony that there are some 
chances if you are determined and get 
some help: 15 £id5 1»xd2 16 £.xd2 
£>xd5 17 cxd5 i.d4+ (V 2 -V 2 Annas- 
Dory, Wijk aan Zee 1987) 18 *hl 
$Ld7 19 Hxc8+ (19 i.d3 i.b2 20 Bbl 
Ac3 21 i.g5 *f8 22 a3 a5 23 flfcl b4 
24 a4 id4 25 £d2 h5 26 Bxc8+ 2xc8 
27 Bel Bxcl+ 28 Axel *e8 29 h4 
Af2 30 Ag5 ^d8 31 <±>h2 f6 32 Ad2 
Axh4 33 e5 dxe5 34 Axg6 Ag5 35 
Axg5 fxg5 36 ‘i’gl Ae8 and 0-1 in 46, 
Marcus-Silman, Philadelphia 1991) 

19...Bxc8 20 Bel Bc5 (20...Bxcl+ 21 
Axel a5 22 g3 b4 23 a3 Ah3 24 axb4 
axb4 25 Ah6 f6 26 Ad2 Ac5 27 Ah6 
*f7 28 Ab5 e5 29 Aa6 *e7 30 Ab5 
*d8 31 g4 *e7 32 Ad3 g5 33 Aa6 
4>f7 34 Ab5 Ab6 35 Aa6 Ad4 36 
Ab5 Ac5 37 Aa6 4>g6 38 Af8 h5 39 
Ae2 hxg4 40 fxg4 *f7 41 Ah6 Ab6 
42 Adi Afl and 0-1 in 62, Giulio- 
Bellin, Montecatini Terme 1995) 21 
Ad3 *g7 (21...f5 22 g3 fxe4 23 fxe4 
Rxcl+ 24 Axel Ah3 25 Ad2 Ab6 26 
Ac 3 *f7 27 a4 bxa4 28 bxa4 a5 29 
Ab5 g5 30 Ad3 Ag4 31 *g2 Adi 32 
e5 Ab3 33 Axh7 Axd5+ 34 *h3 
Ae6+ 35 g4 dxe5 and 0-1 in 51, 
Porter-Finegold, US Open 1994) 22 
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g4 f5 23 Hxc5 dxc5 24 exf5 gxf5 25 
gxf5 <4?f6 26 h4 Axf5 27 Ag5+ *g6 
28 Axf5+ *xf5 29 Axe7 c4 30 bxc4 
bxc4 31 Aa3 c3 32 Acl Ae5 33 *g2 
c2 0-1 Ott-Kochiev, Dortmund 1990. 

Poor is 15 cxb5?! axb5 16 Hc2? 
Hxc3! 17 Wxc3 Wxc3 18 Hxc3 Hxa2! 
19 Axb5 $3g4 20 fxg4 Axc3 21 Hcl 
Ad2 22 Axd2 Hxd2 23 Hbl Axg4 24 
b4 Hc2 25 Afl Ac8 26 b5 Ab7 and 
White is on the verge of defeat, Sher- 
zer-Honfi, Hungary 1988. 

15.. .b4! 

Staking a claim to the c5-square. 

15.. .H r xd2 plays into White’s hands: 
16 £>xd2 Ad7 17 <4>f2 <Sie8 18 Hc2 
2c6 19 Hfcl Hac8 20 Ad3 *f8 21 
cxb5! Hxc2 22 Hxc2 2xc2 23 Axc2 
axb5 24 Ab6 e6 25 £>bl! ± Tringov- 
TrifunoviC, Munich OL 1958. 

16fifdl 

Tringov’s suggestion of 16 a4 is 
easily met by 16...£)d7 followed by 
...£3c5. Also fine for Black is 16 a3 
Hab8 17 Af2 £>d7 18 *hl £ie5 19 
Ael &c6 ¥ - analysis by Boleslavsky. 

If White tries 16 < S?hl Black should 
play 16...£>d7 (16...Hab8 17 Ad4 
£sd7 18 Axg7 &xg7 19 f4 is better for 
White) 17 f4 (17 Ad4 Axd4 18 Ifxd4 
#xa2) 17...£>c5 18 Af3 (18 #c2 Ad7 
followed by 19...Ac6 is fine for Black) 

18.. .Hab8 =. 

16.. .2.b8 17 h3 ®d7 18 All Wc7 
19 Wt2 £>c5 20 Pull a5 ? Buza-Mara- 
sescu, Romania 1988. 

B1b2d) 

14 £3a4 

White’s only real try for an advan¬ 
tage. 

14.. .« r xd2+ 15 *xd2 £>d7 (D) 



16 Hhdl 

White has also tried several other 
moves: 

1) 16 &c3 led to a quick draw in 
Spassky-Sosonko, Tilburg 1981 after 

16.. .£tf6 (16...*f8 17 £>d5 Axd5 18 
exd5 2cb8 19 a4 a5 20 f4! Ab2 21 
Hcdl Aa3 22 *c2 Ac5 23 Acl! £>f6 
24 Af3 e5 25 dxe6 fxe6 26 g4 fa¬ 
voured White in Lesifege-Spangen- 
berg, Havana 1993) 17 €kl5 &xd5 18 
cxd5 Ad7 19 Hxc8+ Hxc8 20 Hcl 
Hxcl 21 *xcl f5 V 2 -V 2 . 

2) 16 Hc2 Hc6 (also good is 

16.. .f5) 17 £>c3 (17 Hhcl $3c5 18 £kc3 
f5 is also equal) 17...a5 18 Hhcl 4lc5 
V 2 -V 2 Panno-Reshevsky, Siegen OL 
1970. 

The sharpest moves, 16 g4 and 16 
h4, are discussed at length in Blala 
(the same position is reached by trans¬ 
position). 

16..J3cb8 

Odd-looking but effective. The threat 
of.. .b7-b5 is annoying to White. Black 
can also consider 16...Hab8 17 ‘A’el 
(17 £>c3 f5 18 £>d5 Axd5 19 exd5 a5 
20 Hc2 &c5 21 Hbl Ae5 22 g3 Hf8 23 
f4 Af6 24 Af3 Hfc8 25 a3 b5 26 Axc5 
Hxc5 27 Ae2 *f8 28 Hbcl b4 led to 
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an eventual draw in Kurajica-Brendel, 
Pardubice 1994) 17...f5 (17...Bc6 18 
£)c3 iLxc3+ 19 Bxc3 b5 with the idea 
of ...b4 and ...£)c5 is also equal) 18 
exf5 gxf5 19 c5 dxc5 20 £)xc5 £)xc5 
21 Bxc5 Ac3+ 22 <4>fl Ab4 23 Be5 
Bc6 24 Bxe6 Bxe6 25 Ac4 *f7 26 
Bd7 b5 27 &d5 Bc8 28 Ba7 Bcc6 
V 2 -V 2 Korchnoi-Oliff, England simul 
1972. 

17 c5 dxc518 £)xc5 £ixc519 Bxc5 
Bd8+ 20 *el Bxdl+ 21 *xdl Bc8 = 

Hort-Vasiukov, Wijk aan Zee 1973. 

Blc) 

9 0-0 

A flexible and popular move. Also 
possible is 9 id2 0-0 10 We3, when 
White preserves some extra options by 
delaying castling. If 10...5M7 (10...e6?! 
11 0-0 d5 12 cxd5 exd5 13 exd5 Se8 
14 Wg3 &xd5 15 ib5 t Keres-Bar- 
czay, Budapest 1970) then 11 h4 f5 12 
exf5 gxf5 13 £kI5 e5 14 Wa3 £k;5 15 
ig5 Wd7 16 0-0-0 £>e4 17 We3 ± 
Keres-Dely, Kapfenberg Echt 1970. 
Instead Black should play 10...ie6 or 

10.. .1d7, when White has nothing 
better than 11 0-0 with transposition 
back to the main lines. 

9...0-0 

Now White has two interesting 
places to stash his queen: 

Bids 10We3 170 

Blc2: 10 Wd3 176 

Two other possibilities: 

1) 10 id2 ®g4 11 Wd3 &Se5 12 
Wg3 5k6 (Black was successful with 

12.. .f5 13 Sadi fxe4 14 £>xe4 Af5 15 
^c3 Ec8 16 &d5 E H 17 Wh4 Wf8 18 
ic3 h6 19 h3 g5 in Vasiukov-Gufeld, 


USSR Ch (Tbilisi) 1967) 13 Sadi £>d4 
14 id3 a6 15 *hl f5 16 £kI5 Bf7 17 
ig5 Wf8 18 Wh4 £>c6 19 exf5 gxf5 
20 c5 h6 21 icl 2*5 22 cxd6 exd6 23 
ic2 b5 24 ib3 &c4 25 ie3 if6 26 
Wh5 1-0 Serper-Ilinsky, USSR Cht 
(Azov) 1991. 

2) 10 Wdl?! ie6 11 ie3 Wa5 12 
Scl Sfc8?! (12...a6 13 f4 b5 must be 
stronger) 13 b3 a6 14 f4 &g4? 15 id4 
®e3 16 ixe3 ixc3 17 f5 id7 18 c5! 
was much better for White in Tal- 
Vasiukov, Riga tt 1955. Things didn’t 
get any better for Black after 18...Sxc5 
19 £xc5 Wxc5+ 20 <£>hl Wa5 21 Ac4 
Sf8 22 fxg6 hxg6 23 Wd5 b5 24 Sxf7 
bxc4 25 Scf 1 Sc8 26 Ef8+ *h7 27 
Wg8+, and White went on to win. 


Bid) 

10 We3 (D) 



A modest piece development (the 
cl-bishop is headed for d2) that is de¬ 
signed to reduce Black’s counterplay. 
The bishop on d2 and queen on e3 give 
support to the knight on c3, stopping 
many typical ...b5 tricks. The bishop on 
d2 also discourages ...Wa5 by Black. 
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To combat this set-up Black has 
three main choices: 

Blcla: 10...£kl7 171 

Blclb: 10...Ad7 171 
Blclc: 10...Ae6 173 

Note that 10...£lg4 11 Wg3 is ±. 


Blcla) 

10...4ld7 (D) 



This isn’t as effective as after 10 
Wd3 since the knight doesn’t come to 
c5 with tempo. 

11 b3 

Other moves have also led to some 
good moments for White: 

1) 11 *hl £>c5 12 f4 Axc3 13 
bxc3 f5 14 exf5 Axf5 15 Aa3 Sc8 16 
Af3 t Smyslov-Furman, USSR 1967. 
White’s advantage grew after 16...^? 

17 Sadi b6 18 Bfel Bfe8 19 h3 Wa4 
20 Ax c5 bxc5 21 g4 Ad7 22 f5!. 

2) 11 Ad2 *hc5 12 Badl Ad7 13 
Ael!? b6 (13...£»a4 14 b3 £>xc3 15 
Axc3 Axc3 16 #xc3 ±) 14 f4 £>a4 15 
b3 £>xc3 16 Axc3 Axc3 17 'Wfxc3 Wc7 

18 Wg3 ± Geller-Ostojid, Belgrade 
1969. 


Il...£>c5 

1 l...Wb612 £>d5 Wd8 13 Bbl &c5 
14 Ab2 e5 15 f4 Ah6 16 Axe5 dxe5 
17 Wxc5 exf4 18 Bbdl ±J± Benko- 
Panno, Palma de Mallorca 1971. 

12 Ab2 a513 Badl 

White has the better game. Black cre¬ 
ates more weaknesses after 13...f5?! 
14 exf5 Axf5 15 Af3 Bc8 16 Bfel ± 
Uhlmann-Matulovil, Skopje 1969, 
while the passive 13...b6 gives White a 
free hand: 14 f4 Ab7 15 e5 WbS 16 
exd6 exd6 17 Af3 Be8 18 Wd2 Axf3 
19 Bxf3 Wbl 20 f5! ± Tatai-Cosulich, 
Bari 1972. 


Blclb) 

10..A.d7 (D) 



Not as popular as 10...Ae6 but we 
feel that this is Black’s most trust¬ 
worthy way of handling this position. 
Its use by Maroczy experts Dzindzi- 
chashvili and Leko confirms our view. 
11 Ad2 

White has also failed to get any¬ 
thing with other moves: 

1) 11 Bbl Wb6 12 Wg3 (12 Wxb6 
axb6 13 Ae3 Ac6 is fine for Black, as 
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is 12 b3 Vxe3! {12..JLc613 Wd3! gave 
White a slight edge in Stohl-Leko, 
Brno 1993} 13 Axe3 Ac6 14 £ld5 
JLxdS 15 exd5 £)e4 16 Bbcl £k3 17 
Bc2 5)xe2+18 Bxe2 Af6 - - analysis 
by Stohl) 12...Bfc8 13 Ae3 Wb4 14 
Sfcl Ae6 15 H r h4! (avoiding 15 b3 
Wxc3! 16 Bxc3 £>xe4) 15...a6 16 a3 
#a5 17 b4 ffd8 18 c5 dxc5 19 bxc5 
#85! = Smyslov-Gligori6, Moscow 
Alekhine mem 1971. 

2) 11 Sdl and now: 

2a) 11 ...Wa5 12 Ad2 Bfc8 13 £>b5 
(13 Sacl) 13...*b6 14 #xb6 axb6 15 
5)c3 Ae6 16 b3 b5 17 e5 (17 cxb5 
5)xe4 18 5)xe4 Axal 19 Bxal Axb3 
20 £>c3 Axa2!) 17...£>d7 18 £)xb5 
£*xe5 19 Ac3 Ag4 20 Axg4 5)xg4 21 
Axg7 < i?xg7 22 a4 5 if 6 V2-V2 Smyslov- 
Browne, Amsterdam 1971. 

2b) H...a612c5Wa513cxd6exd6 
14 Ad2 Ac6 = Boleslavsky. 

2c) ll...l%6 12 #xb6 (12 c5? 
dxc5 13 e5 £>g414lfg5 £>xe5 15 &d5 
Wdi T) 12...axb6 13 Ae3 Ac6 14 f3 
£)d7 and then: 

2cl) 15Bdcl *hc5 16Bc2Sfc8 17 
5)d5 Axd5 18 cxd5 Sa3!? (18...£>a4 
19 Sacl Sxc2 20 Bxc2 Axb2 is fine 
for Black) 19 Af2 Sca8 20 Ac4 b5! 21 
Sacl S3a4 22 Axb5, Illescas-Leko, 
Leon 1993, and now instead of Leko’s 
mistaken 22...Sxa2 23 b4 Sxc2 24 
Bxc2 £)a6 25 Ael, which was better 
for White, 22...Bb4! 23 Ac4 b5 24 
iLb3 €)xb3 is equal. 

2c2) 15 Ad4 Axd4+?! (15...£>c5! 
16 Axg7 <4>xg7 17 4?f2 5)a4 equalizes 
for Black) 16 Bxd4 £lc5 17 Adi Bfd8 
18 Bd2 e5? 19 b4 0*6 20 b5 Ae8 21 
5)d5 ± Lemer-Vasiukov, Bela Crkva 
1988. 

Il...a6 (D) 


White gets some advantage after 
11 ..Mb6 12 Sabi Wxe313 Axe3 Bfc8 

14 Sfcl a6?! (14...Ac6 15 f3 £>d7 4) 

15 f3 Ae6 16 b3 4>f8 17 a4 a5 18 
&d5l £>d7 19 Sdl Axd5 20 cxd5 
Ac3 21 Ab5 £>c5 22 Bdcl Ab4 23 
g4! f6 24 h4 ± Keres-Lengyel, Tallinn 
1975. 

A rarely seen but interesting move 
is ll...a5!? intending ...Ac6 followed 
by ...£kl7-c5 as in similar lines of the 
Maroczy (in those lines White’s best 
set-up is Wd2 + Ae3 with a quick b2- 
b4; here he can’t achieve this). Here 
are a couple of examples: 

1) 12 Sacl Ac613 £k!5 &xe4! 14 
Wxe4 e6 15 Wd3 exd5 16 cxd5 Ad7 
17 Ac3 Af5 18 Wd2 Se8 19 Ab5 
Axc3 20 Sxc3 Se5 21 Bel Bxel+ 22 
Wxel Bc8 23 h3 Sxc3 24 #xc3 Wb6 
25 a4 h5 26 b4 axb4 27 l r xb4 Ad7 
V2-V2 Kaiumov-Tangbom, Budapest 
1992. 

2) 12 Sfdl Ac6 (the actual move- 
order of this game was ll...Ac6 12 
Sfdl a5 but White could have an¬ 
swered 1 1...JLc6 with 12 b4 4) 13 £k!5 
£k!7 14 Ac3 Axc3 15 £>xc3 Wb6 16 
Vtxb6 £ixb6 17 b3 Bfc8 = Barcza- 
Damjanovil, VrSac 1967. 
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12 Bfdl 

Other moves: 

1) 12a4a5! 13Ba3 (13 b3 Ac6 14 
Sael £id7 15 Adi £>c5 16 Ac2 b6 17 
f4 e6 18 £)e2 f5 = Ivkov-Adoijan, Am¬ 
sterdam 1971) 13...Ac6 14 f4 e6 15 
Bdl We7 16 Af3 £>d7 is equal. Van 
der Weide-Adoijan, Amsterdam 1970. 

2) 12 £>d5?! £>xd5 13 cxd5 Bc8 
14 #b3?! (14 Ad3 =) 14...b5! T Lom- 
bardy-Browne, US Open 1972. 

12.. .WbSl 

Another idea is 12...Ac6 13 b4 b6 
14 Sabi 15 h4 b5 16 a3 bxc4 17 
Axc4 &e5 18 Ab3 (18 Ae2 f5! 19 
exf5 gxf5 20#g3 *h8) 18...Ab7 19 
h5? (19 is ± according to Salov) 
19...gxh5 20 Wh3 Ac8! 21 Wg3 Ag4 
22 f3 Ae6 23 £>d5 Axd5! 24 Axd5 
WTb6+ 25 *h2 Sac8 26 Sbcl e6 27 
Ab3 £h8 28 Ag5 Bg8 with good play 
for Black, Salov-Dzindzichashvili, New 
York 1996. 

13 a4 

Black also equalizes after 13 Bad 
b5 14 b3 bxc4 15 Axc4 &g4 16 Wg3 
Ad4 17 Bfl Wa7 18 £le2 Ae5 19 
Af4 Ag7 20 h3 £rf6 21 Wd3 Ab5 = 
Y.Sakharov-Kapengut, Moscow 1967. 

13.. .a5 14 Bad 

Other samples of Black’s chances 
are: 

1) 14h3Ac615£ld5Be816Ac3 
&d7 17 Axg7 *xg7 18 b3 e5 = Uhl- 
mann-Kapengut, E.Germany vs Bye¬ 
lorussia 1969. 

2) 14 b3 Ac6 15 Ael £id7 16 
Babl ®c5 17 £>d5 Be8 18 f3 b6 = 
Boleslavsky-Averbakh, USSR 1966. 

3) 14 Ba3 Ac6 15 &d5 Be8 16 
Ac3 £>d7 17 Axg7 *xg7 18 Wfg5 h6 
19 Wh4 £>f6 20 Bh3 &g8 21 Bdd3 
«Td8! 22 e5 dxe5 23 £if6 exf6 24 


Bxd8 Bexd8 is unclear, NiCevski- 
Kapengut, Vilnius 1969. 

14...Ac615b3&d7 

Ivkov-Browne, Wijk aan Zee 1972. 
Black has a perfectly satisfactory posi¬ 
tion. He was never in danger as the 
game progressed: 16 $)d5 Axd5 17 
exd5 £ic5 18 Bel Wc7 19 h4 Bae8!? 
20 Adi Wb6 21 Ac2 e5 22 h5 e4! 23 
Bbl Wc7 24 hxg6 hxg6 25 b4 axb4 26 
Axb4 5)a6 =. 


Blclc) 

10...Ae6 (D) 



Extremely popular. 

11 Ad2 

The usual move, though others are 
also seen on occasion: 

1) llBdl#c7(ll...lTb612l r xb6 
axb6 13 Ae3 Bfc8 14 b3 b5 15 &xb5 
£>xe4 = Panno-Ree, Las Palmas 1973) 
12 £)b5 Wc6 13 £>xa7 Htxe 4 14 £>b5 
Bfc8 15 b3 d5 16 &d4 Ad7 = Uhl- 
mann-Hecht, Raach 1969. 

2) 11 Bbl with another branch: 

2a) U...Vb6 and then: 

2al) 12 Wd3 Sfc8 13 b3 a6 14 
Ad2 Wd8 15 Bbcl Ad7 16 a4 Ac617 
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£)d5 £>d7 18 Ag5 f6 19 £e3 e6 20 
£lc3 £te5 21 Wc2 a3 22 Sfdl We? 
seems all right for Black, though in 
Tbkmakov-Yrjdla, Katerini 1992 White 
went on to win the game. 

2a2) 12 1^3!? with the idea of 
£>hl and f4 is a threatening alterna¬ 
tive. 

2a3) 12 b3 2fc8 13 #xb6 axb6 14 
a4 -SM7 15 £>d5 Jlxd5 16 exd5 £sc5 
17 Jk.e3 was just a tiny bit better for 
White in Stean-Adorjan, Hastings 
1973/4. 

2b) Il...a612±d2(12a4!£id713 
£>d5 £>c5 14 b3 2e8 15 Aa3! 2c8 16 
fifdl a5 17 f4 JLxd5, Eingom-Krasen- 
kov, Metz 1993, 18 cxd5! ± Krasen- 
kov) 12...b5!? 13 cxb5 axb5 14 ±xb5 
jLxa2 15 €)xa2 2xa2 16 jLc4 2a8 17 
b4, Korchnoi-Benko, Curasao Ct 1962. 
One source calls this ±, Schwarz claims 
it’s equal, and Levy claims that White 
has a clear advantage! White’s two 
bishops and passed b-pawn must give 
him all the chances. 

2c) ll...&d712£d2irb613£Kl5 
±xd5 14 exd5 4.d4 15 #g3 a5 16 b3 
5k5 17 Wg4 JLg7 18 ifchl f5 19 Wf3 
V2-V2 Wojtkiewicz-Gdanski, Buenos 
Aires 1993. 

ll...Wb6 (D) 

The usual recipe against a queen on 
e3. Alternatives: 

1) ll...£)g4 12 1^3 (12 £xg4 
Axg4 13 b3 b6 14 2acl Ml 15 a4 
Wb& 16 f4 e6 17 Wd3 a6 18 M3 2c8 

19 flfdl Jt.c6 20 M4 Axd4+ 21 #xd4 
b5 22 axb5 axb5 23 cxb5 iLxb5 24 f5 
iLe8 25 fxe6 V2-V2 Ionov-Andreev, St 
Petersburg 1992) 12...£>e5 13 b3 £>c6 
14 h4 2c8 15 f4 &d4 16 f5 £>xe2+ 17 
£\xe2 itxal 18 fixal Ad719h5 Wb6+ 

20 i.e3 Wa5 21 hxg6 fxg6 22 fxg6 h6 


23 c5 ± Khenkin-Neverov, Moscow 
1989. 

2) ll...£sd7 and here: 

2a) 12 b3 Wb6 13 2acl Ad4 (Black 
should play 13...Wxe3) 14 Wg3 5ic5 

15 #h4 JLf616 Wf4 a5 17 £>d5 Md5 
18 exd5 M5 19 Wh6 iLg7 20 Wf4 
M5 21 We3 e6 22 dxe6 fxe6 23 g3 
2ae8 24 h4 and Black’s weakened 
kingside mixed with White’s two 
bishops paved the way for a victory for 
White in Wojtkiewicz-Gdanski, War¬ 
saw 1993. 

2b) 12 f4 *b6 13 #xb6 £\xb6 14 
b3 Ml 15 Bacl M6 16 £>d5 ± Smys- 
lov-Sanguinetti, Mar del Plata 1966. 

3) 1 l...a6 12 b3 &d7 13 f4 Wb6 14 
Wxtrt £>xb615 Sacl M4+ (15...2fc8 

16 £ld5 5)xd5 17 cxd5 Ml 18 2xc8+ 
2xc8 19 2c 1 V 2 -V 2 Kharitonov-Yur- 
taev, Simferopol 1989) 16 ihl iLd7 

17 Af3 £c6 18 2cdl £>d7 19 M\ = 
Uhlmann-Browne, Amsterdam 1971. 



12 b3 
Or: 

1) Black obtains good play after 12 
Wxb6 axb613 f4 (neither 13 a4 £ki7 = 
nor 13 M3 2fc8 14 b3 *hdl 15 2fcl 
b5 16 4>xb5 £xal 17 2xal £>c5 18 
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£xc5 dxc5 19 4fl Ad7 20 &c3 £.c6 
21 £d3 Bd8 22 4e2 4g7, Dragoma- 
retsky-Neverov, Moscow 1990, holds 
any terrors for Black) 13...Bfc8 14 b3 
b5! 15 cxb5 £ke4!? (15...£>d7) 16 
£>xe4 id4+ 17 4hl ixal 18 Bxal, 
Matulovi6-Jansa, VrSac 1979, and now 
Jansa gives 18...ixb3 19 £ta3 d5 20 
if3 ixa2!?. 

White might also allow the capture 
on b2: 

2) 12 «fd3 Wxb2 13 Babl #a3 14 
Bxb7 5M7 15 Bb3 Wa5 is unclear 
since 16 £k!5 is answered by 16...Wd8 
followed by 17...?ic5. 

3) 12 Sadi!? #xb2 (12...Wxc3 13 
ixe3 £>d7 is safer) 13 llbl Wa3 14 
Bxb7 Bfb8 15 Bfbl Bxb7 16 Bxb7, 
Baumbach-Mohring, East Germany 
1975, and now instead of 16...®a6?, 
which lost a pawn after 17 Bxe7 ixc4 
18 ixc4 Wxc419 Bxa7, Black should 
have played 16...£kI7 with a satisfac¬ 
tory position. 

4) 12Hacllfxe313ixe3a614f3 
Bfc8 15 £>d5 £>xd5 16 cxd5 id7 17 
b3 ib5 = K.Larsen-Donaldson, Long 
Beach 1993. 

12.. Jixe3 

12.. .4£ki7 13 Bad would transpose 
back into the main line after 13...Wxe3. 
It’s dangerous to leave the queens on: 

13...fifc8?! 14 Wg5 JL f6 15 Wh6 ig7 
16 Wh4 if6 17 ig5 Wa5 18 ixf6 
£>xf6 19 f4 *c5+ 20 4hl ffe3 21 
if3 Bc5 22 Bfel Wd2 23 Wg3 £>h5 
24 ixh5 Bxh5 25 Bcdl Wb2 26 f5 
id7 27 Be2 *fa3 28 £kI5 Be8 29 f6 
e5 30 £>e7+ 4*18 31 Bed2 and Black is 
busted, Dely-Dory, Hungary 1986. 

13 ixe3 (D) 

This position is also reached via 1 
e4 c5 2 £>f3 £>c6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £>xd4 g6 



5 c4 £>f6 6 £>c3 d6 7 ie2 £ixd4 8 
»xd4 ig7 9 0-0 0-0 10 ig5 ie6 11 
*fe3 ttb6 12 b3 #xe3 13 ixe3 (found 
in Bla2). 

13...£id7 

The most popular move, unmask¬ 
ing the dark-squared bishop, prepar¬ 
ing to bring the knight to c5 and 
allowing the possibility of ...f5. Also 
interesting are: 

1) 13 J.d7 14 Bad Bfc8 15Bfdl 
£c6 16 f3 a5 17 4f2 5M7 18 Bc2 Bc7 
19 Bdd2! Bac8 20 4fl 4f8 (20...b5 
21 cxb5 i.xc3 22 Bxc3 kxb5 23 Bxc7 
£xe2+ 24 4xe2 Bxc7 25 4dl ± is 
analysis by Geller) 21 4el, Petros- 
ian-Browne, Nice OL 1974, and now 

21...£e5 22 g3 £>c5 gives Black a 
solid position. Perhaps t/= according 
to Razuvaev. Instead Black played the 
mistaken 21...b5? and after 22 £ld5! 
&xd5 23 Bxd5 bxc4 24 Bxa5! c3 25 
b4 Bb8 26 a3 e6 27 £d3 £>e5 28 4e2 
White was on his way to the win. Like 
Karpov-Petursson (found in Bla2), 
this game is evidence that Black’s 
structure with ...a5 is too passive with¬ 
out the queens on. White can expand 
at will on the kingside and Black has 
little or no counterplay. 
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2) 13...£>g4!? 14 £d2 ±e5 15 
£xg4 (15 g3 4tf6 16 Ad3 a6 17 Sacl 
Bfc8 18 f4 AM+ 19 <^g2 b5 is fine for 
Black - analysis by Silman and Don¬ 
aldson) 15..jfc.xc3 16 iLxc3 iLxg4 = 
Enders-Kochiev, Balatonbereny 1988. 

3) 13...Sfc8 14 Sacl (14 Babl is 
examined in detail in Bla2) and then: 

3a) 14...a6 15 f3 -Sid7 16 f4 (16 
£M5?! Axd5 17 cxd5? £b2! 18 Bbl 
iLa3 + Martinovic-Korholz, Dieren 
1984) 16...f5? (better is I6...foc5 but 

17 f5 Axc3 18 Bxc3 Ad7 19 iLf3 ±c6 
20 fxg6 hxg6 21 Jkxc5 dxc5 22 e5! is 
still very strong for White) 17 exf5 
gxf5 18 Af3 Bc7 19 Bfel (19 Ad5!?) 

19.. .£lf8 20 £b6 ± Keres-Hug, Petr- 
opolis IZ 1973. 

3b) 14...£>d7 15 £>d5 (or 15 Bc2 
*f8 16 f4 £>c5 17 i.f3 Bab8 {intend¬ 
ing ...f7-f5) 18 g4 &d7 19 g5 a5 
{19...iLxc3! 20 Hxc3 iLc6 is equal ac¬ 
cording to Ivkov) 20 <i?g2?! a4 is level, 
Ivkov-Webb, Moscow Echt 1977) 

15.. .*f8 16 £>f4 Q>c5 17 £)xe6+ fxe6 

18 f3 a5 19 Bbl Ac3 20 Bfdl e5 21 
iLxc5 Bxc5 = Savon-Tukmakov, Mos¬ 
cow 1973. 

14 Sacl 4k5 

With 14...Bfc8 Black could (and 
should) transpose back into Savon- 
Tukmakov and Ivkov-Webb. 

15 £kd5! 

Now that ...$f8 isn’t possible. White 
is able to collect the bishop pair. The 
older 15 f3 gives Black an excellent 
game: 15...a5 16 Sfel?! (both 16 Bc2 
f5!? and 16 &d5 ±xd5 17 exd5 ±b2 
18 Sc2 iLa3 are all right for Black) 

16.. .Bfc8 17 £d5 Axd5 18 cxd5 (18 
exd5 Ab2 19 Bc2 jka3) 18...a4 19 b4 
5)b3H 20 Bxc8+ Bxc8 21 i.b5 a3 T 
Matulovi6-Jansa, Ni5 1977. 


15.. ..6.d516 exd5 a5 
Unfortunately for Black, 16..JLb2 

doesn’t work here in view of 17 Bbl 
and 18 b4. 

17 Sc2! 

Stopping ...iLb2-a3. 

17.. .f5 

On 17...Sfc8 18 g4! intends f4, ilf3, 
Sg2, &f3-dl-c2 followed by a king- 
side press. Gelfand suggests 17...h5! 
18 f4 f5 to restrain g2-g4. 
18g3iLe5?! 

18.. .h5 should have been tried. 
19f4£f6 

Gelfand-Malishauskas, Moscow 
GMA 1989. Now 20 g4! is ± accord¬ 
ing to Gelfand. 


B1c2) 

10Wd3(D) 



This line is also arrived at by 9 J&.e3 
0-0 10 Wd 3. Like 10 ffe3, one of the 
ideas behind 10 HfcB is to make ...b5 
difficult to achieve by giving the knight 
on c3 extra protection. The other plan 
behind it is to play for a quick ex¬ 
change of dark-squared bishops (by 
&cl-e3-d4) followed by rapid kingside 
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action with f2-f4-f5. The fact that it 
has a strong following among Czech 
GMs Smejkal and Jansa, who have 
both played 7...5)xd4 against the Ma¬ 
roczy many times, indicates it is a line 
to be taken seriously. ECO (Vol. B, 
2nd edition) gives it as a slight plus for 
White with best play. 

After 10 Wd3 Black can choose be- 

twp^n * 

Blc2a: 10..Jk.d7!? 177 

Blc2b: 10.Jkd7 178 

Blc2c: 10«.Jte6 179 

Blc2d: 10...a6 181 

Also possible is 10...5)g4!?. See 
section Blc2d for a comparison. 


B1c2a) 

10...jLd7I? (D) 



This is rarely employed but it makes 
some sense. Black would like to steer 
play into the line 1 e4 c5 2 4)f3 &c6 3 
d4 cxd4 4 £)xd4 g6 5 c4 Ag7 6 Ae3 
£>f6 7 £k:3 0-0 8 Ae2 d6 9 0-0 Ad710 
Bel &xd4 11 Axd4 ±c6 12 Wd3 a5 
13 f4 a4, which offers him a reason¬ 
able game. Compare that with what 


would arise here from the continua¬ 
tion 10...&d7 11 Ae3 a5 12 &d4 Ac6 
13 Bad (or 13 f4). 

llile3iLc6 

It seems to us that ll...a5 is more 
accurate. The only try to exploit this 
move-order is 12 c5 but then 12..JLc6 
13 cxd6 (13 f3 d5 14 e5 *hdl 15 f4 e6 
16 Bad f6 17 exf6 Wxf6 was Bojko- 
vic-Van der Weide, Groningen 1995) 

13.. .exd6 14 Badl Be8 15 f3 d5 is 
equal. 

In Kudrin-Donaldson, Reno 1992, 
White answered ll...a5 with 12 b3 
Ac6 13 f3 but Black easily held his 
own after 13...5)d7 14 Bad £>c5 15 
Wd2 Ae5 16 Bfdl b6 17 £fl Ba7 18 
Bbl Bd7 19 fce2 e6 20 £g5 Af6 21 
Jif4 £e5 22 Ag5 Af6 23 £f4 £e5 
V 2 -V 2 . 

For lines with ll...a6, see Blc2d 
(10...a6). 

12 b4! 

White’s advantage in space gives 
him a small pull, but nevertheless Pe- 
tursson enjoys these positions as Black 
and handles them with great skill. 
Hellers-Petursson, San Bernardino 
1990 confirmed this assessment after 

12.. .b6 13 Ad4 a5 14 a3 *hdl 15 &xg7 
*xg7 16 Wd4+ *g8 17 Badl axb4 18 
axb4 Ba3 19 f4 Wc7 20 Jig4 £>f6 21 
i.f3 ±. 

It is interesting to note that in a later 
game Petursson once again happily 
went into this, though here his oppo¬ 
nent varied with 12 f3. After 12...a613 
Bfdl £M7 14 Wd2 <&c5 15 Bad £ia4 
16 5)xa4 J.xa4 17 b3 Ac6 18 Wei b6 
19 Wf2 Bb8 20 Bc2 Wc7 21 £d3 Wb7 
22 Wh4 Bfd8 23 Bdcl Bd7 24 Wf2 a 
draw was agreed in Wedberg-Peturs- 
son. New York Open 1991. 
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B1c2b) 

10...£tf7 (D) 



At one time this was thought to be 
Black’s best in view of the threat of 
...£te5 followed by ...Jk.xc3. Then 

10...£M7 was more or less abandoned 
when White’s correct ideas (begin¬ 
ning with 11 Jfi.g5!) were discovered. 
Today, 10...£ld7 is once again being 
looked at thanks to the postal game 
Mohrlok-Kamenets. 

Il.fi.g5! 

Other moves are quite comfortable 
for Black: 

1) 11 JLe3 £>c5 12 Wc2 Mc3 ?. 

2) 11 Wg3 ^c5 12 WM jbcc3 13 
bxc3 £5 14 j£g5 Sf7 ? Schmidt-Parma, 
Belgrade 1961. 

3) 11 Ad2 £>c5 12 We3 i.d7 (also 
good is 12...a5 13 b3 ±dl 14 f4 i.c6 
15 iLf3 &e6! 16 *hl &d4 17 Adi 
b5! 18 cxb5 £ixb5 = Honfi-Pirc, Kecs¬ 
kemet 1962) 13 Sacl Ac6 14 f3 a5 15 
b3 (15 Bfdl f5 16 exf5 gxf5 17 b3 f4 
18 Wf2 e6 19 Ael Hf7 20 *hl Wf8 
21 .fi.fl *h8 22 #d2 JLe5 ¥ Gufeld- 
Forintos, Debrecen 1969) 15...e6 16 
fifdl Wei 17 .fi.fl Sfd8 18 Wf2 b6 19 


,fi.e3 iLe5 20 Sc2 Sac8 = Andersson- 
Tukmakov, Madrid 1973. 

11...&C512 We3 ikxc3!? 

Will White’s doubled c-pawns be a 
factor or will the loss of his dark- 
squared bishop come back to haunt 
Black? Parma gives 12...£)e6 13 iLh6 
and 12....fi.d7 13 £kl5 as both favour¬ 
ing White slightly, even though the 
following game didn’t confirm this as¬ 
sessment: 12....fi.d7 13 -fi.h6 jLxh6 14 
Wxh6 Ac6 15 Af3 Wb6 16 Wd2 Wb4 
17 We2 e5 18 £g4 a5 19 Badl a4 20 
a3 Wa5 21 Bxd6 £>b3 22 Bd3 Wc5 23 
Bh3 Bad8 24 £>d5 b5 25 Bc3 bxc4 26 
We3 Wxe3 27 fxe3 i.b5 28 Bc2 *g7 
V 2 -V 2 Pupo-Hemandez, Havana 1992. 

13 bxc3 (D) 



13...Se8! 

Improving on 13...b6 14 iLh6 Be8 
15 f4 Ab7 16 f5! e6? (16...£>xe4? 17 
M3 &c5 18 iLxb7 £>xb7 19 fxg6 is 
winning for White; best is 16....fi.xe4 
17 Bf4 but the prognosis is still grim 
for Black) 17 fxg6 fxg6 18 e5, when 
White had a strong attack in Smejkal- 
Jansa, Hradec Kralove 1981. This 
turned into a win after 18...d5 19 fif4 
4le4 20 cxd5 exd5 21 Bxe4 dxe4 22 
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A.c4+ jLdS (22...*h8 23 i.g5 is im¬ 
mediately winning for White) 23 Wxe4 
i.e6 24 Wb7 Be7 25 Axe6+. 

14 f4 

14 Badl Wb615 e5 Af5 16 g4 JLc2 
17 Bd2 jLa4 is unclear according to 
Mohrlok, who also points out that 14 
J&.h6 can be met both by 14...e5!? and 
by 14....£.e6 15 f4 f6 with mutual 

anrpc 

14.. .Wb6 15 Babl Wc616 e5 

16 Af3 Wa6 annoys the c4-pawn. 

16.. .We4 

Also possible is 16.. JLf5 17 iLf3 
£e4 18 ±xe4 &xe4 19 £h6 Wc5 ? - 
analysis by Mohrlok. 

17 Wf2 Wc2 18 &f3 Wxf2+ 19 
Bxf2 JLf5 

The game is equal. Mohrlok-Kam- 
enets, corr 1992-4 continued 20 fidl 
dxe5 21 fxe5 Bac8 22 iLd5 and now 

22...b6 23 g4 5)e6 24 gxf5 5)xg5 with 
the idea of ...^h3+ and ...e6 is f/T 
while 22...£)e4!? 23 iLxe4 jLxe4 is 
solidly ¥ according to Mohrlok. 


B1c2c) 

10...iLe6 (D) 



A natural move that has recently 
become very popular. After 10...ile6 
White usually chooses between: 
Blc2cl: 11 &d2 179 

Blc2c2: 11 £.e3 180 

The rare 11 J&.g5!? was tried in 
Strauss-Donaldson, corr 1981-3. The 
continuation favoured Black after 

ll...£>d7 12 Wd2 £>c5 13 f3 a5 14 
*hl Be8 15 Babl Wb616 <SM5 Axd5 
17 cxd5 ±f6 18 Axf6 exf6 19 Ac4 
Wb4 20 l r xb4 axb4 21 *gl Bec8 22 
Bfcl Bc7 23 *fl £ixe4! 24 fxe4 Bac8 
?. However, this is hardly the final 
word concerning the merits of 11 iLg5. 

B1c2c1) 

11 jLd2 £kl7 

Also possible is 1 l...a6 12 b3 5)d7 
(12...Bb8!? is an untried recommen¬ 
dation of Fedorowicz) 13 Bad Wb6 
14 *hl Wd4 15 Wc2 Bfc8 16 f4 f5? 
(Black’s game goes downhill after 
this; better is 16...£)f6 17 f5 iLd7 18 
£g5 ±) 17 exf5 Axf5 18 Wdl £lf6 
19 Jif3 Bab8 20 Wei ± Fedorowicz- 
Zsu.Polgar, Amsterdam 1990. 

11.. .Wb6?! is not to be recom¬ 
mended after 12 b3 Bfc8 13 Bad a6 
14 4>hl Wd8 15 f4 Bab8 16 ±e3 Wa5 
17 JLa7 Ba8 18 iLd4 ± Am.Rodriguez- 
Hernandez, Cuban Ch 1991. 

12 b3 (D) 

12.. .a5 

Correctly heading for the well- 
known ...£)xd4, ..Jk.d7-c6 set-up. Al¬ 
ternatives are not as effective: 

1) 12...£>e5 13 Wg3 S)c6 14 *hl 
$M4 15 Ad3 Bc8 16 Badl a6 17 f4 ± 
Smyslov-Korchnoi, USSR Ch (Mos¬ 
cow) 1961. 
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2) 12...f5?! 13 exfS &c5 14 #g3 
iLxfS IS Sadi ± Savon-Shvedchikov, 
USSR 1973. 

3) 12...a6 and here White has tried: 

3a) 13 Sacl £>e5 (13...b5!?) 14 

Wg3 (14 We3 £)c6 15 S)d5 &d4 16 
±d3 Ad7 17 ±c3 e5 18 f4 £c6 19 f5 
AxdS 20 exdS Wh4 21 Seel Ah6 22 
Wf2 ± Am.Rodriguez-An tunes, Malaga 
1991) 14...£>c6 15 f4 £id4 16 £.d3 f5! 
17 exf5 i.xf5 18 £xf5 Sxf5 19 #d3! 
± Z.Almasi-Tiviakov, Buenos Aires 
19%. 

3b) 13 f4 b5 14 cxb5 axb5 15 f5 
£xb3! 16 Wxb5 (16 axb3 Sxal 17 
Sxal b4) 16...Bb8 17 Wd3 £te5 18 
We3 £kc4 19 JLxc4 i.xc4 20 Bf3 Wb6 
T Zviagintsev-Sorokin, Russian Ch 
(Elista) 1996. 

3c) 13 We3 Wb6 14 Wxb6 £xb6 
15 Sacl Bac8 16 i.e3 £)d7 17 £id5 
Bfe8 18 Sfdl *f8 19 f3 Ab2 20 Sc2 
Aa3 21 Ah6+ *g8 22 *fl <&e5 23 
Bdd2 £ic6 24 f4 £>b4 25 £>xb4 i.xb4 
26 Sdl b5 - Enklaar-Makarychev, 
Amsterdam 1974. 

4) 12...&C5 13 We3 JLd7 14 Sabi 
Ac6 15 f3 a5 = 16 *hl Se8 17 Sfdl 
b6 18 £el Wb8 19 Af2 H>7 20 &fl 
Seb8 21 SM5 Wd7 22 #g5 4.xd5 23 


Wxd5 ttc7 24 Wfd2 Sd8 25 Wte3 Sab8 
26 Sd5 e6 27 Bd2 e5 28 Sddl £ke6 29 
#d2 £*14 30 £d3 We7 31 Sfl Af6 
V 2 -V 2 Leko-Tlviakov, Groningen 1995. 

13 Sacl &c514 We3 &d7! 

Black takes time out to bring his 
bishop to a better square. 

15 f4 Jkc6 16 Jk.f3 e617 *hl We7 
18 fobS 

V 2 -V 2 Z.Almasi-Tiviakov, Ca£ak 
1996. White got absolutely nothing in 
this game. 


B1c2c2) 

11 J.e3 (D) 



This move (with the idea of ild4) 
has a good theoretical reputation but 
few modem players make use of it any 
more. 

Il...a6 

It’s not clear what plan Black 
should use: 

1) ll...Wa5 12iLd4(12SaclSfc8 
13 b3 £>d7 14 Wd2 £ic5 15 f3 a6 16 
iLg5 Sc7 17 Sfdl 1 Omstein-Velikov, 
Skara Echt 1980) 12...Bfc8 13 b3 a6 
(13...£kI7 14 JLxg7 <4?xg7 15 f4 £>f6?! 
16 Sael a6 17 f5 ±d7 18 fxg6 hxg6 
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19 &d5! ± Jansa-Spiridonov, Buda¬ 
pest 1976) 14 f4 b5 15 cxb5 axb5 16 
£>xb5 'B , b4 (16...Sab8 17 f5 ±d7 18 
a4 Wb4 19 fxg6 hxg6 20 e5 £>h7 21 
We3 dxe5 22 Axe5 Axe5 23 Wxe5 fa¬ 
voured White in Hardicsay-Alterman, 
Hartberg 1991; also poor is 16...d5 17 
e5 Af5 18 We3 4)g4 19 Axg4 Axg4 

20 a4 Ad7 21 Ac3 ± Gipslis-Dam- 
janovifi, Tallinn 1969) 17 Bfdl Ba518 
£>c3 £>xe4 19 Wxe4 Bxc3 20 Ac4 d5 

21 Wei dxc4 22 a3 Axd4+ 23 Bxd4 
«Txb3 24 Sd8+ *g7 25 Bb8 Be3 0-1 
Messa-Antunes, Reggio Emilia 1986. 

2) 1 l...£tf7 12 Ad4 Axd413 Wxd4 
Wa5 (it seems to us that 13...Wb6!? is 
worth a try) 14 f4 ± Adoijan-Jansa, 
LuhaCovice 1973. 

12Ad4&d7 

12.. .Bc8 13 b3 £»d7 14 Axg7 *xg7 
15 f4 f6 16 £»d5 £>c5 17 Wd4 Ag8 18 
Sadi was Adamski-Weiss, Tdstrup 
1990. Now 18...e5! would give Black 
a good game. 

13 Axg7 *xg7 14 b3 Wa5 15 f4 
Wc5+ 16 <±>hl &f6 17 i.f3 

± Smejkal-Browne, Milan 1975. 
White eventually obtained a winning 
position after 17...flab8 18 Bael Bfd8 
(making the e4-e5 advance less ap¬ 
pealing; 18...b5 19 cxb5 axb5 20 e5! is 
in White’s favour) 19 a4 &g8 20 Be3 
Wlvl? (20...b5!? has been suggested as 
an improvement) 21 f5! Ad7 22 fxg6 
hxg6 23 &d5 £>xd5 24 exd5 b5 25 
Bxe7. 

B1c2d) 

10.. .a6 (D) 

This move has an excellent reputa¬ 
tion. 

11 Ae3 



Not as threatening is 11 Ad2 Ad7 
12 We3 Bb8 (12...Wb8 is also tempt¬ 
ing) 13 b4 b5 14 cxb5 axb5 15 f4 Ac6 
16 a4 d5! 17 exd5 £>xd5 18 £>xd5 
Wxd5 19 Af3 Vd6 20 Ac3 Axc3 21 
Wxc3 Axf3 22 Wxf3 bxa4 23 Bxa4 
Bxb4 24 Bxb4 Wxb4 and Black en¬ 
joyed an extra pawn in Fedorowicz- 
Ree, Cannes tt rpd 1992. 

Il...£>g4 

1 l...Ad7 is a favourite of Hungar¬ 
ian GM Peter Leko: 

1) 12 Bfdl Ac6 13 Wc2 Wa5 14 
Bacl Bfc8 15 Wbl met with an un¬ 
usual response in P.Schlosser-Leko, 
Brno 1993:15...h5 16 b4 We5 17 Ad4 
Wg5 18 Af3 b5 = 19 «kl5 Axd5 20 
Ae3 Wh4 21 cxd5 £>g4 22 Axg4 hxg4 
23 Bxc8+ Bxc8 24 Bel Bxcl+ 25 
Wxcl Wf6 26 h3 Wc3 27 hxg4 Wxb4 
28 Wc8+ V 2 -V 2 . 

2) 12 a4! a5 (12...Wa5 13 b4! Wxb4 
14 a5 is ± according to Almasi) 13 c5 
dxc5 14 Axc5 Ac615 We3 Wd7 16 f3 
We6 17 £ib5 Axb5 18 Axb5 *hd7 19 
Aa3 £te5 20 Bacl Bfd8 21 £>hl &c6 
22 Wb6! ± Z.Almasi-Khalifman, Wijk 
aan Zee 1995. 

3) 12 Ad4 Ac6 13 b4 b5 14 cxb5 
axb5 15 f3 Ba3 16 Wd2 Wd7 17 Bfdl 
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Bfa8 18 Bad lTb7 and Black had an 
excellent position in Tolnai-Leko, 
Hungarian Ch 1993. The finish wasn’t 
particularly interesting: 19 Bc2 hS 20 
£fol B3a6 21 &c3 Ba3 22 £>bl B3a6 
23 £ic3 V 2 -V 2 . 

12 JaLxg4 .&.xg4 13 iLd4 iLxd4 14 
Wxd4 jLe6 

This position can also arise from 1 
e4 c5 2 4if3 4dc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Qxd4 g6 
5 c4 Qf6 6 Sk3 d6 7 £e2 £lxd4 8 
#xd4 Ag7 9 JLe3 0-010 #d2 £lg411 
Axg4 Axg4 12 0-0 (or 12 £d4) 12...a6 
(12...Bc8 is more common) 13 Jkd4 
ilxd4 14 Wxd4 £e6. 

15 b3 

The alternatives are: 

1) 15 f4!? b5 16 b3 bxc4 17 f5 Ad7 
18 bxc4 is unclear. 

2) 15 Bfel Be8 16 b3 #a5 17 &d5 
Bac8 18 £lf4 JLxc4 (18...#c5 is a sane 
alternative) 19 e5! AbS 20 £k!5 iLc6 

21 exd6 #xd5?! (21...Bcd8 22 &xe7+ 
Bxe7 23 Bxe7 Wg5 24 f3 #xe7 25 
dxe7 Bxd4 26 Bel f5 27 Bxc6 *f7 is 
drawable according to Keene) 22 
Wxd5 £xd5 23 d7 ± Keene-Schmid, 
Bath Echt 1973. 

15.. .tfa516f4 

Black is fine after 16 &hl Bac8 17 
a4 #64 18 Babl Bc5 = Jansa-Sikora, 
Czechoslovak Ch 1976. The continua¬ 
tion was 19 f4?! (19 #d3 first was bet¬ 
ter) 19...b5! 20 axb5 axb5 21 f5 gxf5 

22 exf5 £xf5 23 Bbel e6 24 Be3 ±g6 
25 Bg3 Be5! 26 £ie4 f5 27 #xd6 
#xd6 28 £>xd6 bxc4 29 &xc4 Be2 
and Black is slightly better. 

16.. .f6 

White would have the advantage 
after 16...#c5? 17 #xc5 dxc5 18 f5 
$Ld7 19 £kl5. 

17 Bael! 


17 f5 Af7 18 £ld5 &xd5 19 exd5 
#c5 20 #xc5 dxc5 21 Bael *f7 fol¬ 
lowed by ...Bfd8 is equal according to 
Smejkal. 

17...Bac8 18 f5 i.f7 19 £>d5 
Axd5? 

Panic. According to Smejkal Black 
should play 19...Bfe8! 20 *hl #xa2 
21 fxg6 hxg6 22 Be3 with an unclear 
position. 

20exd5Bf7 21#g4 

± Smejkal-Jansa, Amsterdam IBM 
1975. 


B2) 

7f3(D) 



This move has come in and out of 
fashion many times. At first it was all 
the rage due to the endgame that re¬ 
sults after 7...£lxd4 8 Wxd4 $Lg7 9 
Ae3 0-0 10 #d2 Ae6 11 Bel #a5 12 
fod5 #xd2+ 13 *xd2 iLxd5 14 cxd5, 
when Black is very uncomfortable 
thanks to White’s two powerful bish¬ 
ops. 

Players of the Accelerated Dragon 
rejoiced when 12...#xa2! was discov¬ 
ered and, after several months of 
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testing, White more or less gave up on 
this whole plan. Unfortunately, some 
recent games by Tal Shaked have hinted 
that Black’s chances after 12...Wxa2 
are not as good as was once thought. 

Once again mired in depression, 
my twin brother IM John Donaldson 
and that master of the black side of 
the Maroczy, GM Margeir Petursson, 
pulled us all up by the bootstraps when 
they realized that 7 f3 gives up some 
key options for White and, as a result, 
a completely new method of dealing 
with 7 f3 was bom. 

Now Black can play: 

B2a: 7...i.g7! 183 

B2b: 7...£>xd4 185 

Bad is 7...Wb6? 8 £e3! Ag7 (White 
wins after 8...^B r xb2 9 &a4 #a3 10 
Acl! Ifb4+ 11 £d2 Wa3 12 £>b5) 9 
«tf5 #xb2 10 £>xg7+ *f8 11 £>a4 
*a3 (both ll...We5 12 &h6 &g8 13 
£>e6+ *e8 14 £g7 «fc5+ 15 £c3 and 
ll...»b4+ 12 $Ld2 #a3 13 Ah6 are 
also bad) 12 &h6 £>g8 13 £>e6+ *e8 
14 £cl #b4+ 15 Ji d2 #a3 16 £>c7+ 
*d8 17 £ib5!. 

B2a) 

7...£g7! 

This move-order intends, at the 
right moment, to draw White’s dark- 
squared bishop to d4 where it will no 
longer defend its queen on d2. This 
will allow Black to use the normal 
plan of ...Wa5, ...a6, ...life 8 and ...b7- 
b5 in improved form. 

Amazingly enough, Black will be 
able to transpose into a line of the 
Samisch King’s Indian (1 d4 2 c4 
g 6 3£>c3 £g7 4e4d6 5f3 0-0 6JLe3 


c5 7 £>ge2 £k;6 8 ^2 cxd4) which is 
known to offer White very little, if 
anything. The majority of the games 
cited in this section are from that KID 
move-order. 

8£e3 0-09lti2 

If 9 jke2. Black would use the same 
plan (9...£lxd4) that he uses in the 
main column. 

9...£ixd4 10 &xd4 Ae6 (D) 



Black intends to follow up with 
preparations for a quick ...b7-b5 ad¬ 
vance. Moves like ...Wa5, ...Bfc8 and 
...a6 will be automatic. 

U£e2 

Many other ideas have also been 
tried, but White hasn’t recorded much 
success with any of them: 

1) 11 flcl Wa5 12 «M5? Ifxd2+ 
13 *xd2 &xe4+! 14 fxe4 £xd4 15 
£>xe7+ *g7 16 &d5 £xb2 17 flbl 
Ae5 18 Bxb7 Bab8 19 Hb3 a5 and 
Black had a huge advantage in Zalts- 
man-Gelfand, New York Open 1989. 

2) 11 £kI5 is a favourite of Danish 
master Carsten H0i, but ll..Jkxd5 
should give Black adequate chances. 
After 12 exd5 (12 cxd5 *hdl is noth¬ 
ing for White) Black has two moves: 
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2a) 12...5M7 13 kxgl *xg7 14 
0-0-0 a5 15 h4 h5 16 #c3+ (16 ktl 
Bh8! stops White’s attack cold, H0i- 
Antonsen, Lyngby 1991) 16...'± > g8 17 
g4 £tf6 leads to a very sharp game 
where both sides have chances on 
their respective wings. 

2b) 12...Wc713 Ml a5 14 h4 Sfe8 
(14...Bfc8!? is a recommendation of 
Gallagher’s) 15 0-0-0 b5 16 *bl bxc4 

17 Bel Wb7 18 iLxc4, Hpi-Morten- 
sen, Danish Ch (Arhus) 1992, and 
now 18...Beb8 places pressure against 
b2 and gives Black adequate play. 

3) 11 JaLd3 Wa5 12 &e21H r xd2+ 13 
< J?xd2 5kl7 is too easy for Black. Nena- 
shev-Ivanchuk, Tilburg 1994 saw Black 
getting an edge after 14 Jlxg7 &xg7 
15 £kl4 £>c5 16 Bhel Ml 17 e5 Bfd8 

18 exd6 i.a4 19 Ml Bxd6 20 4>c3 
Bad8. 

ll.Jta5 (D) 



12 Bel 

Other moves are: 

1) 12 b3 Bfc8 (also possible is 

12...a6 13 Bel Bfb8, transposing into 
Timman-Ivanchuk from the 12 Bel 
lines) 13 Bbl! a6 14 a4 Wb4\ (threat¬ 
ening ...b7-b5) 15 4M5 l f xd2+ 16 


< ixd2 jLxd5 (Black can more or less 
force a draw with 16...£lxd5 17 iLxg7 
£if4) 17 exd5 (not 17 cxd5? 5)xe4+) 

17.. .a5! (creating a nice home on c5 
for the black knight) 18 M3 -5M7 19 
flbel £k5 20 ildl e5 21 dxe6 &xe6, 
Haba-Glek, Bundesliga 1992. A quick 
...d6-d5 will equalize: 22 Se2 d5 23 
cxd5 Sd8 24 i.c2 Bxd5+ 25 *el 
Bad8 26 *f2 £>d4 27 £e4 B5d7 28 
iLxd4±xd4+ 29 *g3 Jkc5 30Bel b6 
31 *h3 Bd2 32 Bxd2 Bxd2 33 Bc3 
V 2 -V 2 . 

2) 12 0-0 Bfc8 13 b3 b5! (taking 
advantage of the undefended white 
queen) 14 b4 (White avoids 14 cxb5? 
&xe4! 15 fxe4 Axd4+16 Wxd4 Wxc3 
with a huge positional advantage) 

14.. Jhcb415 Babl Wa516 Bxb5 Wd8 
and Black’s superior pawn structure 
gives him a slight edge, Novikov-Glek, 
USSR 1984. 

3) 12 g4!? Bfc8 13 g5 £lh5! (ac¬ 
cording to Gallagher, 13...5M7 14 
Mgl *xg7 15 &d5 l r xd2+ 16 *xd2 
jLxd5 17 cxd5 is a bit better for White 
because Black’s knight lacks a se¬ 
cure outpost) 14 iLxg7 $xg7 15 €)d5 
Wxd2+ 16 “±>xd2 i.xd5 17 cxd5 £tf4 
with a comfortable game for Black. 

12...Bfc8 

Also worth considering is 12...a6 
13 b3 Bfb8 14 0-0 b5 15 c5!? Wb4! 
(threatening ...£lxe4) 16Bfdl dxc5 17 
iLe3 Ba7 (also leading to a draw is 

17.. .Bb7 18 &d5 Wxd2 19 £>xf6+ 
Jkxf6 20 Bxd2 c4 21 bxc4 bxc4 22 
iLxc4 Bc8 23 Bdc2 - analysis by Gal¬ 
lagher) 18 £>d5 Wxd2 19 &xf6+ M f6 
20 Bxd2 Ad4 21 i.xd4 cxd4 22 Bxd4 
a5 23 Bc5 a4 24 Bxb5 V 2 -V 2 Timman- 
Ivanchuk, Reykjavik 1991. 

13 b3 a614 JLe3 
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We’ve now reached the main posi¬ 
tion from variation B lb but with Black 
to move instead of White! Naturally, 
Black doesn’t experience any prob¬ 
lems at all here. 

Two other moves: 

1) 14 a4 £>d7 15 £xg7 *xg7 16 
&d5 Wxd2+ 17 < 4>xd2 £k5 18 Bc3 
£xd5 19 exd5 a5 20 «S?c2 Se8 21 Be3 
*f6 22 *c3 2a6 23 £.dl Bb6 24 lc2 
Sc8 25 Bdl e5 26 f4 £ki7 27 Bfl *g7 
28 f5 £)f6 = Stefansson-Tiviakov, Ma- 
maia jr Wch 1991. 

2) 14 Wb2 £>h5 15 Axg7 *xg7 16 
0-0 We5 17 Bfdl b5 18 cxb5 axb5? 
(according to Seirawan, Black should 
have played 18...£>f4! 19i.fl axb520 
iLxb5 Bc5! with a good game) 19 
Wd2 Bab8 20 £>xb5 Bxcl 21 Bxcl 
Sxb5 22 f4 ± Lautier-Topalov, Cap 
d’Agde rapid 1994. 

14.. .b5 15 £>d5 

And not 15 cxb5?? 5)xe4!, when 16 
&xe4 Bxcl+ takes advantage of the 
pinned white queen. 

15.. .#xd2+ 16 *xd2 £lxd5 17 
cxd5 

17 exd5 ±d7 18 id3 b4 19 *e2 a5 
20 Bc2h5 21 i.cl Bc7 22 ib2 a4 23 
i.xg7 axb3 24 axb3 &xg7 25 $e3 
Ba3 gave White nothing in Dolmatov- 
Cifuentes, Buenos Aires 1991. 

17.. Jkd7 18 Bxc8+ Bxc8 19 Bel 
Bxci20&xcl£f8 

V 2 -V 2 Emst-Petursson, Reykjavik 
1994. 

B2b) 

7.. .£>xd4 8 Wxd4 i.g7 (D) 

9ie3 

9 i.g5 achieved some good results 
but Black should be able to equalize: 



9.. .0-0 (9...h6 10 ie3 0-0 11 Wd2 
*h712 Bel i.e613 b3 £ld7 14 i.e2 ± 
Vaisman-Balogh, Budapest 1975) 10 
lid2 i.e6 (too passive is 10...Be8 11 
Bel i.d7 12 id3 i.c613 b4b6140-0 
£k!7 15 Bfdl ± Sanguinetd-Wahlbom, 
Haifa OL 1976) 11 Bel (11 ie2 Bc8 
12 4tkl5 i.xd5 13 exd5 b5 is unclear 
according to Averbakh) 11 ...Wa5 (also 
interesting is 1 l...Bc8 12 b3 a6!? with 
the intention of sacrificing a pawn by 

13.. .b5 as in Variation Blalb) 12 b3 
Sfc8 (12...Bfe8 13 i.e2 a6 14 £la4 
1 B r xd2+ {14,..#d8!?} 15 *xd2 $M7 
16 h4 <S?f8 17 h5 ± Psakhis-Pigusov, 
USSR 1980) 13 £>d5 Wxd2 +14 *xd2 
£sxd5 15 exd5 and now 15...f6 is just 
a bit better for White according to 
R.Byme. However, 15...iLd7 should 
equalize since 16 J«Lxe7? Ah6+ 17 
*dl Axel 18 *xcl Be8 19 Axd6 
Bel+is good for Black. Compare these 
lines to Variations Blala and Blalb 
for a better understanding of both 
sides’ possibilities in these positions. 

9...0-0 10 Wd2 i.e6 

The correct move-order. lO.-.WaS?! 
allows White to expand on the queen- 
side: 11 a3 JLc6 12 b4 Wd8 13 Bel 
Bc8 14 £>b5 a6 15 £>d4 J.d7 16 Ae2 
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Wc7 17 0-0 ± Savon-Tal, Sukhumi 
1972. 

At the time before the discovery of 

12.. .'i r xa2! Black had all but given up 
on 10...^.e6 since the resultant end¬ 
game was scoring so heavily in White’s 
favour. Due to this he started to de¬ 
velop his bishop on d7 so that it could 
help to achieve a quick ...b7-b5 ad¬ 
vance. However, Black was still un¬ 
able to demonstrate equality: 10...iLd7 
11 Bel Wa5 and now: 

1) 12 Ae2 Bfc8 (12...a6 13 0-0 
Bfd8?! 14 a3 Bac8 15 b4 ± Ivkov-Ree, 
Wijk aan Zee 1970 was an example of 
uninspired play by Black) 13 0-0 a6 
(worse is 13....£e614 b3 a615 f4 Jld7 

16 &f3 £c6 17 Bc2 b5 18 cxb5 axb5 

19 flfcl Wa6 20 e5 ± Shamkovich- 
Brummer, Lone Pine 1976) 14 b3 JLc6 
(14...b5 15 c5! Bc6 16 cxd6 exd6 17 
Bc2 Bac818 £kl5 was good for White 
in Polugaevsky-Bednarski, Siegen OL 
1970) 15 Ad4 £>d7 16 Axg7 *xg7 

17 *hl *g8 18 f4 b5 19 Wb2 bxc4 

20 Jfc.xc4 ± Suetin-Forintos, Budapest 
1970. 

2) 12 JLd3 was also seen a lot but it 
doesn’t seem to be quite as good: 

12.. .a6 13 0-0 Bfc8 14 b3 b5 15 Bc2 
b4 (more trustworthy than 15...Jfc.e6 
16 cxb5 axb5 17 Bfcl b4 18 £la4 
Bxc2 19 Bxc2 Bb8 and now 20 Bc6 
4kl7 21 Jfc.fl f5! = was Alburt-Geor- 
gadze, USSR 1971, but 20 f4!? might 
be an improvement) 16 £ie2 JLe8 17 
Sfcl £kl7 = Ghitescu-Deie, Kecske¬ 
met 1972. 

11 Bel Wa5 (D) 

12&d5 

The only try for advantage. Also 
seen from time to time is 12 b3 but 
White rarely achieves anything from 



the opening: 12 b3 Bfc8 13 i.d3 (13 
£>b5 #xd2+ 14 *xd2 £kl7 15 5)d4 
5)c5 16h4a5 17 h5 JLd718 Ae2 a419 
b4 £ie6 20 &xe6 iLxe6 21 hxg6 hxg6 
22 a3 Bc7 23 Bc2 f5 24 b5 Bcc8 25 
Bbl *f7 26 *d3 Bh8 27 i.fl Bh4 28 
jLf2 fxe4+ and Black went on to win 
in Korchnoi-Anand, London PCA rpd 
1994) 13...a6 (13...SM7!?) 14 £la4 with 
play similar to Variation Blb2d. After 

14.. .1 . xd2+ 15 *xd2 £d7 (15...Bc6!?) 
16 f4 f5 17 Bhel *f8 18 exf5 White 
had very little in Polugaevsky-Tim- 
man, Hilversum 1973: 18...JLxf5 19 
i.e2 h5 20 i.D Bc7 21 £tc3 e6 V 2 -V 2 . 
Black intended to meet 22 Bedl with 

22.. .Bd8 23 *e2 d5. 

I2...«xa2! 

This move gave new life to Black’s 
whole system. The ending after 

12.. .Wxd2+ 13 *xd2 ±xd5 (forced 
since 13...£}xd5 14 cxd5 jkd7 is met 
by 15 Bc7 ±) 14 cxd5 is very uncom¬ 
fortable for Black: 14...Bfc8 15 Bxc8+ 
(15 Jfc.e2 e5! 16 dxe6 fxe6 is unclear 
according to Kholmov) 15...Bxc8 16 
g3 Bc7 (16...b6 17 ±.h3 Bc7 18 Bel 
$Je8 19 b4 Bxcl 20 *xcl £>c7 21 ±d7 
is horrible for Black, Gheorghiu-Szil- 
agyi, Varna 1971) 17 £h3 £>d7 (or 
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17...b6 18 b4 *f8 19 *d3 £>e8 20 
Bel ± Barczay-FtaCnik, Zalaegerszeg 
1979) 18 Bel Bxcl 19 *xcl £>c5 
(worse is 19...£)b6? 20 4 > c2 tf?f8 21 
b3 &C& 22 a4 *4?d8 23 a5 and Black 
has lost a pawn, Polugaevsky-Ostoji6, 
Belgrade 1969) 20 d?c2 ± Kurajica- 
Huguet, Malaga 1970. 

13 £)xe 7+ *h8 

White now has two choices: 

B2bl: 14 Ad4 187 
B2b2: 14±e2! 188 


B2b1) 

14 &d4 (D) 



Now Black must make an important 
decision as to which rook to place on 

e8: 

B2bla: 14...Bfe8 187 
B2blb: 14...Eae8! 188 

B2b1a) 

14.„Bfe8 

This appears playable for Black. 
15&d5 

White gains nothing by IS Wc3 <S)h5 
16 iLxg7+ (no better is 16 g4 Bxe7 


{16...iLxg4 17 £>d5 Axf3 18 &xg7+ 
£>xg7 19 #xf3 ttxb2 20 *dl is un¬ 
clear) 17 gxhS Axd4 18 Wxd4+ i?g8 
and now 19 h6 is met by 19..M&5+) 

16.. .£>xg7 17 b3 (17 b4 a5 18 b5 a4 
19i.e2a3 20 *f2 Wb2 21£kd5 i.xd5 
22 cxd5 f5 ¥ Vaisman-Volchok, con- 
1973) n..M*6 18-S3d5 JLxd5 19cxd5 
#b6 with an unclear position accord¬ 
ing to Timman. 

15...1xd5 16 cxd5 Bac8 

Here 16...£>xd5 is met by 17 J&.c4 
and 16...«fxd5 by 17 ±c41fh5 18 #c3 
WgS 19 0-0 £>h5 20 ±xg7+ £>xg7 21 
iLxf7. 

17 ile2 Bxcl+ 

Black could also consider playing 

17.. .*g8!? 18 0-0 Wa4 19 Ac3 Wb3 
=, as in Bednarski-Ree, Skopje OL 
1972. 

18 Wxcl £ld7 

Coming up short is 18...#85+ 19 
Wc 3 (19 Ac3 Bc8) 19...1 r xc3+ 20 bxc3 
&d7 21 *d2 Bc8 (not 21...i.xd4?! 
22 cxd4 <53b6 23 Bal t Donaldson- 
Bradlow, Philadelphia 1985) 22 Bbl 
(more accurate is 22 Bal! a6 23 Bbl 
Bc7 {now 23...£)c5 is answered by 24 
Bb6) 24 f4 1 Polugaevsky-Bednarski, 
Varna 1972) 22...&c5 23 Axc5? (an 
enor; the quiet 23 tf?e3 gives White 
the advantage) 23...flxcS 24 Bxb7 
jk.xc3+ 25 sfce3 a5! 26 Bxf7 a4 ¥ Pan- 
chenko-Gufeld, Kishnev 1975. 

19 Axg7+ *xg7 20 Wc3+ *g8 21 
*12 £tb6 22 *T6 Bc8 23 h4 

Now in Panchenko-T.Georgadze, 
USSR 1975, Black played 23...Bc2?! 
and after 24 h5 &d7 25 Wd8+ £>f8 26 
hxg6 fxg6 27 #xd6? Bxe2+! 28 *xe2 
W\b2+ the game ended in an eventual 
draw. However, White can improve 
with 27 Bel! t/±. Does this mean that 
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this line is good for White? No; in¬ 
stead of 23...flc2?! Black has the su¬ 
perior 23...£)a4!. M.Pavlov-Adoijan, 
BathEcht 1973 continued 24 h5? #xb2 
25 #xb2 £ixb2 26 Hal a6 27 *e3 
Sc2! ?. 


B2b1b) 

14...Bae8! (D) 



By playing this rook to the e-file 
Black keeps his f7-square better de¬ 
fended. 

15 5M5 

Worse is 15 #c3 £>h5 16 dLxgl+ 
(16 g4?! Axg4!) 16...£ag717 b3 #36! 
18 £>d5 jLxd5 19 cxd5 #b6 20 *dl 
f5 21 &d3 *g8 22 Bc2 fxe4 23 fxe4 
5)h5 T Sveshnikov-Beliavsky, USSR 
Ch (Moscow) 1973. 

15...£xd5 

Theory frowns on 15...5)xd5 but it 
may be playable; 16 cxd5 JLxd5 17 
Ab5 ±c6 18 i.c4 #a4 19 ±xg7+ (19 
b3 #a3 20 Hal #xal+ 21 Axal Axal 
22 0-0 iLe5 is unclear according to 
Timman) 19...tf?xg7 20 0-0. Now Tim- 
man-Andersson, Helsinki 1972 went 

20...a5 21 #c3+ *g8 22 Bfdl #b4 23 


#xb4 axb4 24 Bxd6 with a clear ad¬ 
vantage to White. However, Black can 
improve with Rolf Schwarz’s sugges¬ 
tion of 20...Jk.b5! meeting 21 b3 with 

21...#a6. 

16 cxd5 Sc8 

With this move Black transposes 
into the variation with 14...Sfe8 
(B2bla); the sole difference is that his 
king’s rook stands on f8 and not on e8. 

One way to try to exploit the protec¬ 
tion of f7 is by means of the experi¬ 
mental 16...#xd5!?. GM Georgadze 
gives 17 ±c4 #h5 18 #c3 #g5 19 
0-0 «Mi5 20 &xg7+ £>xg7 21 &d5 
#e7 22 #c7 &e6 23 #xb7 #xb7 24 
jLxb7 Bb8 25 iLd5 £rf4 with a slight 
advantage to Black. Actually a draw 
looks likely after 26 Be7 Bxb2 27 
Bxa7 Bxg2+ 28 *hl *g7 29 Bd7. 

17 i.e2 Bxcl+ 18 Wxcl S)d7 19 
JLxg7+ *xg7 20 #c3+ *g8 21 0-0 
£>b6 

V 2 - V 2 Gheorghiu-Hug, Las Palmas 
1973. 


B2b2) 

14 ±e2! (D) 
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This move (in conjunction with IS 
£id5!) makes it difficult for Black to 
equalize. 

14...£>g8! 

Gaining critical time by the double 
attack on the e7-knight and the b2- 
pawn. Alternatives are too slow: 

1) 14...Bfe8 15 £M5 &xd5 16 cxd5 
favours White: 16...Bac8 (16.~Bec8 has 
also been played) 17 0-0 a6? (much 
better is 17...£tf7 18 Ad4 Wb3) 18 
Wb4 Bxcl 19 Bxcl b5 20 Ad4 h5 21 
»c3 b4 22 Wc6 Re 7 23 Ac4 b3 24 
Wxd6 £>xe4 25 Wb6 £>d6 26 £xb3 
#xb3 27 Axg7+ 1-0 Shaked-D.Ben- 
jamin, US Cadet Ch 1992. 

2) 14...£>d7 15 JLd4 Bfe8 16 0-0 
(threatening to win Black’s queen) 
16...1 r b3 17 &dl Wa218 Wc3 Axd4+ 
19 Wxd4+ f6 20 £>d5 ± Andersson- 
Reshevsky, Palma de Mallorca 1971. 

15 £>xg8 

White’s best move is 15 £)d5! (D): 



1) 15..Jkxd5 (not best) 16 cxd5 
Bfc8 (16...H r xb2 17 l r xb2 Axb2 18 
Bc7 ±) 17 0-0 Wa4? (better is 17...a5 18 
jfc.d4 and now, rather than 18...Wb3?! 
19 f4 Wb4 20 « r xb4 axb4 21 £xg7+ 
*xg7 22 e5 *f8 23 ±g4 Bxcl 24 


Bxcl dxe5 25 fxe5 Oxl 26 JLf3 ± 
Shaked-Donaldson, Reno 1993, Black 
should try 18...tfa4 19 Ac3 #b3, when 
White still should have an edge, but 
it’s far from easy to prove: 20 itxg7+ 
<S?xg7 21 f4 5)f6 22 &f3 £>d7 23 Bxc8 
= Bxc8 24 Ag4 f5! 25 exf5 Bc2 26 
Wd4+ 5)f6 - analysis by Silman and 
Donaldson) 18 b4 a6 19 Ad4 #d7 20 
Wb2 f5?! 21 exf5 gxf5 22 Ad3 ± 
Ghitescu-Bednarski, Wijk aan Zee 
1973. 

2) Black can struggle for equality 
with 15...1 r xb2! 16 #xb2 £xb2 17 
Bbl Ag7 18 £>c7! (after 18 Bxb7 a5 
Black’s a-pawn becomes a threat) 

18.. .Bac8 19 Bxb7 Bb8! 20 Bb5! (a 
new and bothersome move; previous 
analysis only considered 20 Bxb8 Bxb8 
21 &xe6 fxe6 22 Axal, though Black 
managed to survive in Schmidt-Anders- 
son, Warsaw 1973 after 22...fibl+ 23 
i.dl 5)e7! 24 0-0 &c6 25 AD Ad4 
26 JLa4 jLxf2+ 27 *xf2 Sb2+ 28 
*g3 £>d4 =) 20...Adi (Black could 
also consider 20...a6 21 4)xa6 Ba8 22 
Bb6 AcS 23 c5 dxc5 24 AxcS Bd8 
with good chances to draw) 21 Bd5 
Bbl+ 22 Bdl Bxdl+ 23 Axdl (23 
*xdl Bb8 24 £fo5 a6 25 £lxd6 Bbl+ 
26 < 4’c2 Bb2+ 27 tf?cl jLe6 allows the 
black a-pawn to become threatening) 

23.. .5.8 24 4>d2! Bb2+ 25 Ac2 A&4 
26 Bel iLb3?? (Black had to try 

26.. .£>e7! 27 *dl Axc2+ 28 Bxc2 
Bb3 29 i.xa7 4ic6 30 £>b5 £>xa7 31 
£)xa7 iLd4, when Black’s active pieces 
give him good chances to survive) 27 
&e8! Ae5 28 f4 Axc2 29 Bxc2 
Bxc2+ 30 *xc2 €)f6 31 £>xf6 Jkxf6 
32 Axa.7 *g7 33 *d3 *f8 34 £.b8 
Ae7 35 *d4 *e8 36 *d5 *d7 37 e5 
dxe5 38 fxe5 Ag5 39 c5 Jtf4 40 h3 h5 
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41 c6+ &C8 42 Ad6 1-0 Shaked- 
S trauss, Riverside Hanley Invitational 
1993. 

15...*xg8 16 £d4 i.xd417 Wxd4 

Va5+ 18*f2(D) 

18 Wc3 #e5 19 0-0 Hfc8 is fine for 
Black. 



18.Jte5 

This move and 18...#c5 can easily 
transpose, especially if Black captures 
on d4. Independent play arises from 

18...Wc5 19 Hcdl (19 Hhdl Hfd8 20 
Hd2 Wxd4+ 21 Hxd4 *f8 with the 
idea of ...&e7 is all right for Black ac¬ 
cording to Browne) 19...Hfc8 20 b3?! 
a5! 21 Wxc5 dxc5 22 Hal b5! 23 Hhbl 
a4! 24 bxa4 bxa4 25 Hb7 Ha5! ? 
Commons-Browne, USA 1973. 

19 Hcdl 2fc8 

Less active but playable is 19...Hfd8 
20 Hd2 Wxd4+ 21 Hxd4 <4>f8 22 f4 a5 
23 g4 f6 24 h4, Ribli-Ghitescu, Kecs¬ 
kemet 1972, and now Black should 


play 24...h6! with near equality ac¬ 
cording to Florian. 

20 b3 

20 g3!? Hc6 (20...a6!? 21 f4 #c5 
22 *xc5 Hxc5 23 b3 b5 24 Hxd6 bxc4 
25 bxc4 Axc4 26 Hcl Hac8 27 Ag4 
H8c6 28 Hxc6 Hxc6 29 i.d7 Hd6 
V 2 -V 2 Tringov-MiSta, Varna 1973) 21 
f4 #xd4+ 22 Hxd4 Hb6 23 g4 f6 24 b3 
Hxb3 25 Hxd6 = Timman-Ree, Am¬ 
sterdam IBM 1972. 

20.. .fic6 

A good alternative is 20...a5 21 
#xd6 #xd6 22 Hxd6 a4 23 bxa4 
Hxa4 24 Hbl Ha2 25 *e3 £xc4 26 
Axc4 Hxc4 = Andersson-Hug, Las 
Palmas 1973. 

2lWe3 

Black also does well after 21 Hd2 
Hb6 22 We37! f5! 23 exf5 Wxc3+ 24 
*xe3 Hxb3+ 25 *f2 Axf5 26 g4?! 
Ae6 + Pytel-Bednarski, Lublin 1972. 

21.. .Hb6 

Black might also consider 21...a5 
22 Hd4 a4, Andonovski-Baumbach, 
corr 1984, and now 23 f4 Wf6 24 bxa4 
is equal. 

22 Hd3 #c§ 

Incorrect is 22...h5 23 f4 Wc5 24 
h3 #xe3+ 25 Hxe3 f6 26 Hdl! a5 27 
Hg3 and White has a clear advantage, 
Andersson-Ree, Teesside 1972. 

23 Hal a5 

According to Ghizdavu Black has a 
good game. His analysis runs 24 Ha4 
Hb4 25 Hxb4 axb4 26 f4 Ha2 27 Wxc5 
dxc5 28 *e3 *g7 29 g4 b5 T. 
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1 e4 c5 2 £>f3 £>c6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £>xd4 
g6 5 c4 Ag7 

In this section of the book we will 
explore systems based on knight re¬ 
treats. Thus: 

A:6&b3 191 

B:6£tc2 195 

A quick mention should be made of 
Bronstein’s 6 £tt>5, a move that has 
not found favour with any other 
player. We give two examples: 

1) 6...d6 7 Ac 2 03i6 8 £>lc3 0-0 9 
Ac3 a6 10 0X4 £ixd4 11 i.xd4 b5 12 
cxb5 axb5 13 Axb5 Abl 14 0-0 e5 ¥ 
Bronstein-Simagin, USSR Ch (Mos¬ 
cow) 1951. 

2) 6...£>f6 7 Os5c3 0-0 8 Ac2 b6 9 
£g5 Ab7 10 0-0 Sc8 11 0X2 £>d4 12 
£d3 0X5 13 Scl £>e6 14 Ac3 &hf4 
15 Abl f5 16 f3 #c7 ¥ Bronstein- 
Rantanen, Tallinn 1979. 

Note that these knight-retreat sys¬ 
tems can also be reached by a different 
move-order: 1 e4 c5 2 0X3 £>c6 3 d4 
cxd4 4 £ixd4 g6 5 c4 0X6 6 0lc3 d6 
and now 7 £fo3 or 7 £k:2 (instead of 7 
Ae2 or 7 f3, as explored in Chapter 8). 

A) 

6 £)b3 (£>) 



This seldom-seen move has similar 
motivations to £>c2, though on b3 the 
knight is vulnerable to a time-gaining 
...a7-a5-a4. Nevertheless, Korchnoi has 
made use of this move for many years 
and the retired American GM James 
Tarjan was also fond of it. 

6...£tf6 

Black can also play 6...d6, which 
usually transposes into 6...0X6. How¬ 
ever, independent play can occur: 

1) 7 03c3 a5 (7...Axc3+!?) 8 £>a4 
0>f6 9 f3 Ae6 10 Ae3 0-0 11 Ae2 
0X1 12 &cl Ec8 13 0X3 0X6 14 0X2 

15 b3 f5 = Ljubojevi6-Short, 
London 1980. 

2) 7 Ae2 and now: 

2a) 7...a5 8 £>a3?! (8 a4 0X6 9 
0X3 transposes back into our main 
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column) 8...a4 9 4kI2 £rf6 10 0-0 0-0 
11 £*c2 5)d7 ¥ Kieninger-Gereben, 
Zurich 1960. 

2b) 7...5)h6!? 8 0-0 0-0 9 £>c3 f5 
10 jLg5? (10 f4 is unclear) 10...£)f7 11 
jLe3 b6 12 f3 e5 13 exf5 gxf5 14 Wd2 
Ae6 left Black with an excellent posi¬ 
tion in Radulov-Partos, Bulgaria vs 
Romania 1960. 

3) 7...f5!? was tried in some low- 
quality postal games and is certainly 
worthy of further tests. 

7 5)c3 d6 8 jLe2 (D) 

8 f3 has also been seen, but it’s 
rather inflexible. After 8...0-0, White 
doesn’t have any chance for an advan¬ 
tage: 

1) 9 £e3 Ae6 and then: 

la) 10 Bel Sc8 11 £>d2 a6 12 
±e2?! (12 £)d5) 12...£>e5 13 b3 *35 
14 a4 £tfd7! 15 £>dbl b5! 16 f4 bxc4! 
17 b4 Wxb4 18 fxe5 £.xe5 19 0-0 4ic5 
with plenty of compensation for the 
piece, Murey-Afek, Montpellier 1985. 

lb) 10 &d5!? £>d7 11 Vd2 a5 12 
Bel a413 £kl4 Axd5 14 exd5 £lxd415 
Axd4 Axd4 16 #xd4 e5!? (16...#a5+ 
is simple and good) 17 dxe6 Be8 18 
J&.e2 Bxe6 19 d?f2 = Korchnoi-Van 
der Sterren, Leeuwarden 1977. 

2) 9 Ae2 11)6!? 10 i.g5 i.e6 11 
Wd2 Bfc8 12 fod5 (12 Ae3!? Id8) 

12.. .1.xd5 13 ±e3! (both 13 cxd5 £fo4 
14 JLdl £)fxd5!? 15 exd5 Axb2! and 

13 exd5 5)b4 are unclear) 13...iLh6! 

14 iLxh6 JLe6 15 lc3 lb4 16 Bel 
!xc3+ 17 Bxc3 £>e5 18 £>d2 a6 = 
Korchnoi-Jansa, Hastings 1975/6. 

8 ... 0-0 

As natural a move as you’re ever 
likely to find. In Alekhine-Samisch, 
Vienna 1922, Black played very badly: 

8.. JLe6 9 0-0 h5? 10 c5 dxc5 11£>xc5 



i.c8 12 #xd8+ *xd8 13 Bdl+ £>d7 
14jk.c4il.xc3 15 jk.xf7!*c716£>e6+ 
*b8 17 bxc3 4lde5 18 &f4 iLxe6 19 
ilxe6 Bf8 20 £.g3 1-0. 

Dr Saidy’s treatment, from Korch- 
noi-Saidy, Las Vegas 1993, is more in¬ 
teresting: 8...£id7 9 iLe3 Jlx c 3+ (giv¬ 
ing up the dark squares for a long-term 
structural advantage) 10 bxc3 b6 11 
Ah6 jLVJ 12 h4 Wc7 13 Bh3 0-0-0 14 
£ki4 &e5 15 ±g4+ e616 &g5 Bd717 
±f6 Be8 18 £>b5 #b8 19 Be3 a6 20 
5)a3 £le5 and Black was doing well 
and eventually won. 

9 JLe3 iLd7 

Naturally, Black can choose from 
other plans too: 

1) 9...b6 100-0 JLb7 11 f4Bc8 12 
£f3 &d7 13 Bel £>c5 14 Bf2 Be8 15 
Bd2 #c7 16 £id5 #68 17 £.f2 e6! 18 
£le3 &b4 19 £)xc5 bxc5 20 b3 #a8! 
21 a3 £>c6 22 Bxd6 £>d4 23 <S)g4 
Bed8 (23...f5!?) 24 Bxd8+ Bxd8 25 
jfc.h4 f5 26 £>e5 fxe4 27 Axd8 #xd8 
28 J&.g4 iLxe5 29 fxe5 #g5 and Black 
has more than enough for the ex¬ 
change, Korchnoi-Andersson, Ubeda 
1997. 

2) 9...a510 a4 £>d711 #d2 (.. Jbtc3 
isn’t really a threat with a4 and ...a5 
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thrown in, so 11 0-0 b6 12 &d4 Abl 
13 5)xc6 JLxc6 14 Wc2 = is correct) 
1 l...b6 12 £kl4 ±bl 13 Jkdl £>c5 14 
£>xc6 Axc6 15 &c2 'Wdl 16 0-0 Wle6 
17 £>d5 &xe4 18 Wd3 £>c5 19 £xc5 
bxc5 20 Sael i.e5 21 f4 ±xd5 22 
cxd5 Ad4+ 23 *hl Wd7 and Black 
went on to win in Schmid-Larsen, Ha¬ 
vana 1967. 

3) 9..JLe6 10 f3 Bc8 11 Bel £>d7 
12 0-0 £>b6 13 £>d2 &d4 14 b3 £>d7 

15 £ldbl £>xe2+ 16 £>xe2 Wa5 17 
£>bc3 a6 18 Wd2 Bfe8 19 &d5 Wxd2 
20 Axd2 f5 led to a good position for 
Black in Muller-Yates, Kecskemet 
1927. 

10 0-0 a5 (D) 

This is the most common response, 
trying to take advantage of the b3- 
knight’s location. In Korchnoi-Soos, 
Rome 1982, Black experimented with 
10...&a5 but got a poor game after 11 
f3 £\xb3 (ll...Bc8 12 £>d2) 12 axb3 
a6 13 b4 ±e6 14 Wd2 Sc8 15 b3 £>d7 

16 Ba2 f5 17 exf5 gxf5 18 £*15 £)f6 
19 iLb6 #d7 20 Jkd4 i.xd5 21 cxd5 
£>e 8 22 Bel. 

In Panno-Ljubojevid, Vina del Mar 
1988, Black gave 10...Bc8 a try. He was 
rewarded with a comfortable game af¬ 
ter 11 c5 Ae6 12 cxd6 exd6 13 £)d4 
£lxd4 14 JLxd4 Wa5 15 a3 a6 16 f3 
Bc6 17 #d2 Bfc8 18 We3 b5 19 fladl 
b4 20 axb4 Wxb4 21 Bd2 £>d7. 

11 thdl 

White has a few ways to handle this 
position: 

1) 11 a4 &b4 12 f3 1x6 13 #d2 
Bc8?! (this rook move is just a waste 
of time; the immediate 13...£ld7 is 
much more to the point) 14 $hl €)d7 
15 £>d5 lxd5 16 exd5 b6? (White’s 
advantage could be kept to a minimum 



by 16...£>c5 17 £>xc5 dxc5 18 f4 e6 
{18...f5!?}, when 19dxe6is best since 
19 lf3 exd5 20 cxd5 c4 gives Black 
active play) 17 f4 5)c5 18 $^xc5 bxc5 
19 f5 £>a6 20 iLh6 Bb8 21 £xg7 *xg7 
22 Ba3 f6 23 fxg6 hxg6 24 Bg3 Bh8 
25 id3 £>c7 26 i.xg6 *f8 27 Wg5 
Bxb2 28 l.h5 1-0 Taijan-Strauss, USA 
1982. 

2) 11 Bel a4 12 £>al WaS 13 £>c2 
Bac8 14 ld2 Wd8 15 £>e3 £>d4 16 
ld3 1x6 17 Bel £>d7 and Black 
stood well in Hort-P.Meister, Bundes- 
liga 1993/4. The rest of the game is 
great drama: Black plays for an ag¬ 
gressive dark-square strategy and king- 
side expansion, mutual errors allow 
the chances to go back and forth, and 
finally a very nice queen sacrifice res¬ 
urrects Black’s position and forces a 
draw: 18 ^ed5 e6 19 1x3 £k:5 20 
Ifl e5 21 f3 f5 22 exf5 gxf5 23 *hl 
*h8 24 £>b5 lxb5 25 cxb5 f4 26 ±f2 
Wa5 27 Axd4 exd4 28 Be7 d3 29 b4 
axb3 30 axb3 d2 31 Bbl «a2 32 £>b4 
tfxbl!! 33 Wxbl £>xb3 34 £>c2 £>cl 
35 Ae2 Bfe8 36 Be4 Bxe4 37 fxe4 
£>xe2 38 tfdl Bxc2 39 Wxc2 1x3 40 
Vd3 £>d4 41 h4 *g8 42 *h2 h5 43 
#xc3 dl# 44 tfc8+ *f7 V 2 -V 2 . 
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3) 11 a3 a4 12 £>d2 Wa5 13 £kl5 
£»xd5 14 cxd5 £>d415 jLxd4 &xd4 16 
&b3 ±xf2+ 17 Bxf2 axb3 18 #xb3 
Wa7 19 Safi Sac8 = Murey-Haik, 
Marseilles 1987. 

Il...£>b4 

Making way for the bishop to move 
to c6 and preparing to swing the 
knight around to c5 via ...£sb4-a6-c5. 
Also possible is 11..J&.C8!? (with the 
idea of ...£>d7): 12 Scl £>d7 13 £>b3 
(Anand felt that Korchnoi was dissat¬ 
isfied with his position; 13 5)dbl-a3- 
b5 was worth considering) 13...b6 14 
&d4 5)xd4 15 &xd4 Ah6 16 f4 (16 
Sc2 e5 17 Ae 3 ±xe3 18 fxe3 &c5 19 
Sd2 #g5 20 Sxd6 (20 Sf3 ±g4 21 
5g3 Jlxe2 22 Wxe2 #e7 is unclear} 

20...#xe3+ 21 *hl jLe6 22 Sf3 #g5 
is all right for Black according to Kor¬ 
chnoi) 16...i.b717 Jke 3 £>c518 b3 (18 
Af3?! e5 ¥) 18...£>xe419 £>xe4 &xe4 
20 Wd4 ±c6 21 f5!? (D) (21 #xb6 #d7 

22 #d4 a4 is good for Black because 

23 b4 fails to 23...'i r b7) and now: 



1) After 21..Jtxe3+ 22 #xe3, 

22...1 r c7 23 i.d3 l.e8 24 *hl favours 
White but a good alternative is 22...f6 
23 fxg6 (23 h4 and 23 #h6!? are both 


tempting) 23...hxg6 24 #66 jke8 25 
.&d3 f5 ¥ - analysis by Anand. 

2) 21...±g7 22#xb6#d7 23 fxg6! 
hxg6 24 Ag5 a4 25 #e3 (25 b4? Sab8 
26 #e3 Sxb4 T) 25...axb3 26 axb3 
Sa2 27 Sf2 (27 Af3 #g4 28 £xg4 
Sxg2+ 29 *hl Bxg4+ 30 Sf3 i.d4! 
31 #d3 Bxg5 32 Bcfl e5 gives Black 
some winning chances) 27...'i r e6?! 
(27...Bfa8 is ¥ according to Korchnoi) 
28 JS.f3 V 2 -V 2 Korchnoi-Anand, Wijk 
aan Zee 1990. 

12 f4 

This may be a bit too loosening. 
Other moves have turned out better: 

1) 12f3£ia613*hl £.c6 14£ib3 
£>d7 15 &d4 £ldc5 16 #d2 &e6 17 
£kib5 £sac5 18 Babl *h8 19 i.dl 
#e8 20 J.c2 f5 21 exf5 gxf5 22 Bbel 
#f7 23 &d5 Bab8 24 £bl ±xb5 25 
cxb5 b6 26 a3 f4 27 Axc5 bxc5 28 
i.a2 Bb7 29 5)c3 i.e5 30 #d5 &d8 
31 Bxe5 dxe5 32 #xd8 1-0 Korch- 
noi-Gi.Hernandez, Merida (7) 1996. 

2) 12 a3 &a6 13 Bbl!? and now 
Tukmakov recommends 13...b6! (in¬ 
stead of the mistaken 13...£3c5? 14 e5 
^3e8 15 exd6 exd6 16 4)b3 5)xb3 17 
#xb3 ±c6 18 Sfdl ± Tukmakov- 
Cebalo, Bled 1997) 14 #c2 (14 b4?! 
axb415 axb4 5)g4! 16 Jt.xg4 JLxc3 ¥) 

14...£lc5 15 b3 with an unclear posi¬ 
tion. 

12... J.c6 13 Bel <S3d7 14 a3 &a6 
15 £d3 &ac516 i.c2 a417 #el Wa5 

Gofshtein-Smejkal, Prague 1993. 
Black has won the strategic battle on 
the queenside so White throws every¬ 
thing he has at the black king: 18 e5 
dxe5 19 f5 £rf6 (this covers the 64- 
square and gives the king some much- 
needed support) 20 £>f3 JLxf3 (this 
seems to work, but 20...&ce4!? also 
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leads to interesting play) 21 fixf3 e4 
22 Hh3 £>d3! 23 Axd3 exd3 24 fxg6 
fxg6 25 Ad4 and now Black could 
have claimed a clear advantage with 

25.. .e5l. A possible follow-up might 
be: 26 Htfxe5 »xe5 27 Axe5 Hae8 28 
Ad6 (28 Axf6? d2! is very strong) 

28.. .d2 29 Hfl £>e4! 30 Axf8 Ad4+ 
and Black wins. 


B) 

6Qxl(D) 



This move has a certain following. 
The knight is much safer here than on 
b3, covers the b4-square, and, if nec¬ 
essary, can rush to d5 via e3. However, 
the loss of time involved in moving the 
knight a third time should enable Black 
to generate sufficient counterplay. 

6*..d6 

Three experimental, highly inter¬ 
esting systems are: 

1) 6...£>f6 7 fa3 b6 8 JLe2 Ab7 9 
0-0 0-0 and now White has: 

la) 10 £g5 2c8 11 fa3 (11 b3 
a6 12 2c 1 d613 fa 3 h614 Ah4 fa5 
is unclear, Taimanov-Tseshkovsky, 
USSR 1975) 11...&14 (ll...d6 121^2 


a6 13 2acl fa5 14 f3 J.c6 15 *hl 
fad! 16 2fdl 2e8 17 ±fl »c7 18 
fad5 Wb8 19 Af4 fa5 20 c5! dxc5 
21 JLxa6 ± Zel£i6-Cebalo, Nova Go- 
rica 1997) 12 £d3 fa6 13 £h4 faS 
14 e5 ± Grigorian-Peresipkin, USSR 
1976. 

lb) 10 2bl?! lets Black equalize 
after 10...£>e8! 11 Wd2 £>d612 f3 f5 = 
Tseshkovsky-Gufeld, USSR 1975. 

lc) 10 b3 faS 11 *d2 £>d6 12 
£a3! £xc3 13 #xc3 £ixe4 14 We3 
f5?! (14...£>f6 15 2adl with the idea 
of f4, JLf3 and 2fel gives plenty of 
compensation) 15 2adl 2f7 16 2fel 
Wcl 17 ib2 gives White more than 
enough compensation for the pawn, 
Christiansen-Mowsziszian, Germany 
team Cup 1994. 

2) 6...a6!? 7 fa3 (7 Jke2 b5 8 cxb5 
axb5 9 0-0 b410 f4 d611 Af3 Ab7 12 
5frhl WbS 13 fal £tf6 was Lendwai- 
Rossi, Zurich 1988) 7...£>f6 8 f3 (8 
Jke2?! b5 9 0-0 {9 cxb5 axb5 10.fc.xb5 
5)xe4!} 9...bxc4 10 Axc4 0-011 fa3 
d6 12 £>cd5 £ixd5 13 £>xd5 2b8 ¥ 
Voitkevics-Geller, Latvian Ch 1962) 

8...d6 9 Ae2 Ae610 Ae3 2c8 11 0-0 
&a5 12 b3 b5 13 £>d5 fal 14 2cl 
bxc4 15 b4! 1 Soloviev-Geller, Trud 
1963. 

3) 6...b6 7 kcl Aa6 8 0-0 2c8 9 
fa2 £>f6 10 b3 Well 11 f4 (11 &b2? 
&g4) 11...0-0 12 ±b2 b5 13 e5 faS 
14 cxb5 ±xb5 15 i.xb5 #b6+ 16 
£>e3! Wxe3+ 17 *hl fal 18 £a4 
fa6 19 fa4 We4 20 l r xd7 £ib4 21 
2fel Wxf4 22 2fl Wg5 23 2xf7 &f4 
24 g3 *xf7 25 £>d6+ *g8 26 gxf4 
#xf4 27 5)xc8 #(3+ and Black went 
on to win in 37 moves in Tal-Aronin, 
USSR Ch (Erevan) 1962. 

7 A.e2 (D) 
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7 0*3 Axc3+! (7...&h6 8 h4! f5 9 
hS fxe4 10 hxg6 hxg6 11 £>xe4 i.fS, 
Szabo-Botvinnik, Amsterdam 1966, 
12 £d3! ±) 8 bxc3 &f6 9 f3 Wa5 gives 
Black a lot of pressure on White’s weak¬ 
ened pawns, Polugaevsky-Averbakh, 
USSR Ch (Leningrad) 1960. 



7 ... 0*6 

Otherwise: 

1) The move-order given allows 
Black to play 7...fS! 8 exfS iLxfS 9 0-0 

4) h6 (9...£lf6 isn’t as logical, but it 
may also be playable: 10 0*3 0-0 11 
0*3 {11 &d5 *h8 12 £>ce3 0*4 13 
£>xf5 £>xf5 14 Ad3 e6 15 £>c3 Bc8 
= Teschner-Smiltiner, Moscow OL 
1956} 1 l...*h812 £>xf5 gxf5 13 Ag5 
Wb6 14 Bbl Wd4 15 Wb3 b6 = Szil- 
agyi-Gastonyi, Hungarian Ch 1963) 
and now: 

la) 10 0*3 0-0 11 £>d5 (11 0*3 
Bc8 12 *hl *h8 13 M2 Ml 14 
Bel 0*4 15 ±d3 £c6 16 f4 Wd7 
gave Black active play in Ciocaltea- 
Haag, Debrecen 1961, while 11 iLe3 
Mc2 12 #xc2 £>f5 13 Wd2 £)xe3 14 
fxe3 Wa5 15 #d5+ *h8 16 Wxa5 

5) xa5 was equal in Diickstein-Filip, 
Zagreb 1955) ll...e6 12 £>f4 Wb6 13 


±d3 Bae8 14 Bbl 0*5 15 b3 £>xd3 
16 03xd3 d5 17 cxd5 exd5 18 M3 d4 
19 £>xd4 J.xd4 20 £xh6 Bf7 21 Bel 
Bd8 22 Be2 Bfd7 0-1 Hauert-de Heer, 
corr 1989. 

lb) 10 0>d2 0-0 11 £sf3 *h8 (a 
recommendation of Botvinnik’s; in 
Alexander-Botvinnik, Amsterdam OL 
1954, he tried ll... 1 KPd7 but {accord¬ 
ing to ECO third edition} White ob¬ 
tained a tiny edge after 12 0*3 *d?h8 
13 £>xf5 £>xf5 14 Bbl e6 15 b3; in 
Borsony-Endzelins, corr 1960, Black 
tried 1 l...Axc2 and came away with a 
playable game after 12 #xc2 £tf5 13 
#e4 £>fd4 14 £>xd4 &xd4 15 M3 
Wdl 16 M2 Bf717 flael Baf8, when 
...e7-e5 will lock the knight in on d4) 
12 £>fd4 Ml 13 M3 &f5 =. 

It should be pointed out that the 
move-order 5.. JLg7 6 0*2 is rather 
rare. The majority of games in this 
section came via 5...€)f6 6 0*3 d6 7 
0*2. This precludes an early ...f5 
equalizer. 

Though 7...£rf6 is our main line and 

7.. .f5! guarantees Black good play, 
other moves don’t make such a good 
impression: 

2) 7...0*67 8 g4! (8 £d2 f5 9 ttfcl 
0*7 is great for Black) 8...Wa5+ (8...f6 
9 h4 0-0 10 h5 g5 11 0*3 e6 12 Bgl 
03fl 13 M3 b6 14 Wd2 ±b7 15 0-0-0 
#e7 16 f4! ± Suetin-Simagin, USSR 
1951) 9 M2 (both 9 0*27 0-0 with 
the idea of ...f5, and 9 0*37 £lxg4! 10 
iLxg4 iLxg411 Wxg4 Axc3+ 12 bxc3 
Wxc3+ 13 tf?dl 0*4\, Suetin-Sima¬ 
gin, USSR 1951, should be avoided) 

9.. .We5 10 0*3 f5 11 f4 We6 12 exf5 
(12 gxf5 gxf5 13 i.h5+ *d8 14 Ve2 
fxe4 gives Black counterplay, Nei- 
Vasiukov, USSR 1957) 12...gxf5 13 
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g5 £>f7 14 £k!5 0-0 15 0-0 Wd7 16 
Ac3 Axc3 17 bxc3 b618i.f3 Ab7 19 
Bel leaves Black in bad shape. 

3) 7...Ac6 8 0-0 Bc8 (8...a6 9 £>e3 
£>f6 10 £kc3 S)d7 11 £>ed5 0-0 12 
£g5 £>c5 13 Bel a5 14 Bel ± Keres- 
Letelier, Buenos Aires 1964) 9 £se3 
£>d4 10 Ad3 £>h6 11 £>c3 0-0 12 
£>ed5 J«Ld7 13 Ag5 favoured White in 
Aronson-Mikenas, USSR Ch (Mos¬ 
cow) 1957. 

8 5k3&d7 

Black’s counterplay is based on 
placing this knight on the nice c5- 
square, placing pressure on e4, threat¬ 
ening to double White’s pawns with 
...J.xc3+, and striking out in the cen¬ 
tre with ...f7-f5. Note that Black cre¬ 
ates a threat of... JLxc3+ before White 
can defend it in comfortable fashion 
with Ae3 followed by Wd2. 

Also possible is 8...0-0 9 0-0 with 
the following rarely played but inter¬ 
esting options: 

1) 9..JLd7 10 Ae 3 (D) (10 Ag5 
Wa5 11 Wd2 Bfc8 12 Badl Ae6 13 
$hl a6 14 a3 Bab8 15 b4 favoured 
White slightly in Korchnoi-Lepesh- 
kin, USSR Ch (Tallinn) 1965), when 
we have reached a position that usu¬ 
ally comes about after 1 e4 c5 2 €)f3 
£)c6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £>xd4 g6 5 c4 JLg7 6 
i.e3 4)f6 7 &c3 0-0 8 ±e2 d6 9 0-0 
Adi 10 €)c2. Now Black can try: 

la) 10...Bb8 11 Wd2 a612 f3 5)e5 
gives Black an equal game according 
to Dzindzichashvili. 

lb) 10...#85 11 f4 (more dynamic 
than either 11 f3 Bfc8 12 &a3 ®g4 13 
fxg4 Axc3 14 c5 Ag7 15 £>c4 Wd8 16 
cxd6 iLe6 17 a4 5)e5 18 £>xe5 Axe5 
19 dxe7 Wxe7 20 Bbl Aa2 21 Bal 
Ae6 22 Bbl Aa2 23 Bal Ae6 V 2 -V 2 



Kharitonov-Yudasin, Simferopol 1988, 
or 11 Bel Bfc8 12 f3 Wd8 13 Wd2 
Wf8 14 b3 h6 15 Bfdl *h7 16 ±fl 
Ae6 17 &d5 £>e8 18 £kel Ad7 19 
*hl Bd8 20 Wf2 Wh8 21 £ld3 e6 22 
£)5b4 £lxb4 23 &xb4 a5 24 £>c2 Ac6 
25 &d4 A.f6 26 h4 %7 V 2 -V 2 Serper- 
Sitanggang, Jakarta 1994) ll...Bac8 
12 Bbl a6 13 b4 (White is buying up 
as much land as possible) 13...Wd8 14 
Wd3 Ag4 (14...feg4 15 iLxg4 Axg4 

16 £>d5 ±) 15 *hl Axe2 16 Wxe2 e6 

17 cS! d5 18 Bfdl Be8 19 a4 We7 20 

b5! axb5 21 e5 22 &x b5 Bb8 23 

£k!6 Bf8 24 53d4 ± Short-Andersson, 
Wijkaan Zee 1990. 

lc) 10...a611 f3 Bc812 a4 Ae613 
53d5 £kl7 14 Bbl a5 15 b4 axb4 16 
Skxb4 £>a5 17 Ad4 £.xd4+ 18 l r xd4 
&c6 19 #e3 Sa8 20 £id3 Bxa4 21 
Bxb7 Ba3 22 Wtd2 Axd5 23 cxd5 
£kI4 24 Bfbl l h- l h Short-Petursson, 
Tilburg 1992. 

l d) 10...Bc8 and now: 

ldl) 11 f3 a6 (ll...Ae6 12 Wd2 
&dl 13 Bad a5 14 Bfdl £>c5 15 b3 
Ea8 16 Qd5 Ee8 17 Bbl f5 18 €)f4 
Wc8 19 5)xe6 Wxe6 20 exf5 Wxf5 21 
Af2 Bad8 22 £>e3 1T7 23 £lg4 Wf8 
24 £fl *h8 25 Bel e6 26 Bbdl b6 



198 


Accelerated Dragons 


27 ±e3 eS 28 JLd3 fad4 29 &e4 a4 30 
b4 £ixe4 31 fxe4 Wf7 V 2 -V 2 Serper- 
HraCek, Jakarta 1994) 12 a4 Jke6 13 
£>d5 £>d7 14 Bbl £>c5 15 b3 a5 16 
£>d4 ±xd5 17 exd5 £>xd4 18 Axd4 
£xd4+ 19 l r xd4 Wb6 ¥ P.Cramling- 
Petursson, Reykjavik Open 1984. 

Id2) 11 Scl fac5 12 £ia3 (White 
must avoid 12 b3?! b5! 13 f4 £leg4 14 
Jlxa7 bxc4 15 iLxc4 Wa5 16 iLd4 e5) 
12...iLc6?! 13 f3 a6 14 Wd2 faed7 15 
Bfdl Be8 16 i.fl Wc7 17 £>c2! (17 
fad5 Wb8) 17...Wb8 18 £)d4 the 5 19 
&xc6 Bxc6 20 b3 Bcc8 21 h3 the d7 
22 Wf2 thh5 23 g4 £>hf6 24 f4 ± 
Hiibner-Ivkov, Bundesliga 1983/4. 

Id3) 11 f4 a612 Bel (also possible 
is 12 faa3; then Hardarson-Petursson, 
Neskaupsstadur 1984 continued in in¬ 
structive fashion: 12... Wc7 13 Bel 
thb4 14 £)abl a5 15 £>a3 ±c6 16 
£>ab5 Wb8 17 jLf3 b618 We2 Sfe819 
Bfdl £sa6 20 £)d4 Aa8 21 £f2 thc5 
22 b3 Ah6! 23 g3 e5 T) 12...4)a5 13 
fa a3 (13 b3 is met by 13...b5) 13...b5! 
and Black takes over the initiative with 
this pawn sacrifice. Bjomsson-T.Berg- 
mann, Reykjavik Open 1984 contin¬ 
ued 14 cxb5 axb5 15 £)axb5 fac4 16 
iLd4 Wa5 17 ±xc4 Bxc4 18 fa*3 Bb4 
19 e5 &g4 20 h3 dxe5 21 fxe5 £>xe5 
22 jSLxe5 Wa7+ T. 

2) 9..JLe6 10 i.e3 hdl 11 Wd2 
Bc8 12 Ah6 £xh6 13 Wxh6 Wb6 14 
b3 thd4 15 £>xd4 Wxd416 Sac 1 a517 
Sfdl Wg7 18 Wd2 thcS gave Black a 
reasonable position in Nijboer-Piket, 
Dutch Ch 1993. 

3) 9...a6 with the following possi¬ 
bilities: 

3a) 10 ild2 e6 (10...Sb8 seems 
more consistent) 11 iLe3 Wc7 12 Scl 
b6 13 f3 jLb7 14 Wei Bfe8 15 Wf2 


fad7 16 Sfdl Hab8 17 Sd2 £>ce5 18 
5)a3 f5 19 exf5 gxf5 20 Scdl fa¬ 
voured White in Conquest-Naumann, 
Hastings Challengers 1990. 

3b) 10 *hl Bb8 11 f3 &d7 12 jfce 3 
Wa5 13 *hd5 b5 14 c5 JLe6 15 cxd6 
exd6 16 £d2 Wd8 17 £kdb4 £>xb4 18 
dLx M faeS 19 Jkc3 &xc3 20 bxc3 Wc7 
21 f4 Wxc3 22 £*14 JLc4 led to an 
eventual victory for Black in d’Amore- 
Zso.Polgar, Rome 1989. 

3c) 10 Bel Bb8 11 Ad2 kdl 12 
Bbl £>e8! 13 b4 fac7 14 a4? a5! 15 b5 
thd4 16 thxd4 £.xd4 17 Bb3 e5!? 18 
i.fl £>e6 19 4)d5 hc5 20 Bg3 i.e6! 
21 JLc3 (21 &h6 i.xd5! 22 Axf8 
£)xe4! 23 Bf3 fa c3) 21...Axd5 22 
&xd4 5)xe4 23 Ba3? (according to 
Wedberg, 23 £b2!? faxg3 24 hxg3 
Jie6 25 JLa3 would have given White 
some counterplay) 23...exd4 24 Wxd4 
£tf6! 25 cxd5 fad7, Spraggett-Anders- 
son, Novi Sad OL 1990. The knight, 
once it reaches c5, will be vastly supe¬ 
rior to White’s bishop. 

Returning to the position after 
8...SM7 (D): 



We have come to a fork in the road, 
with White having to choose between: 
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Bl: 9£e3 199 

B2: 90-0 199 

B3: 9 M2 201 

The hyper-aggressive move 9 h4!? 
is another idea for White. However, 
in T.Taylor-Silman, Lone Pine 1976 
White did not manage to prove the 
plan’s validity: 9...£k5 10 h5 f5 11 
hxg6 hxg6 12 Bxh8+ JLxh8 13 exf5 
£.xf5 14 £ie3 Wd7 15 £>xf5 #xf5 16 
M3 £>b4 17 Wd2 £k2+ 18 <4>dl 
&xal 19 g4 J.xc3 20 Wxc3 #bl+ 21 
WclltaaO-l. 

Bl) 

9 M3 

Calling Black’s bluff to double his 
pawns. 

9.. JLxc3+ 

The consistent move, but 9...£lc5 is 
a decent alternative: 10 &d4 (10 ttd2 
Wa5 11 f3 M6 12 0-0 0-0 13 Sabi 
Mc3 14 bxc3 &e5 15 M6 Sfe8 16 
£ie3 f6 ¥ Uhlmann-Ivkov, Amsterdam 
1972) 10...0-0 11 0-0 i.d7 (this posi¬ 
tion should be all right for Black) 12 
#d2 £>xd4 (12...£>e6!? and 12...a5!? 
both deserve serious consideration) 13 
Axd4 J.xd4 (13...a5 14 i.xg7 *xg7 
15 Sadi 4 Portisch-Reshevsky, Palma 
de Mallorca 1971) 14 #xd4 £>a4! 
(14...a5 15 Bfdl £>a4 16 e5 £>xc3 17 
Wxc3 dxe5 18 'HHxe5 4 Mariotti-Raj- 
kovi6, Budva 1981) 15 £ld5 5)b6. Ac¬ 
cording to ECO this equalizes, but 16 
5)e3 is still a bit more comfortable for 
White. 

10bxc3Wa5 Illfd2^c512f3f6 

12.. .'B r a4? led to a disaster in Por- 
tisch-DeZe, VrSac 1971 after 13 0-0 
M6 14 £>b4 Bc8 15 £>d5 £k!7 16 


H>2 b6 17 c5! bxc5 18 i.b5. How¬ 
ever, a playable alternative is 12...±e6 
13 0-0 f6 14 £>d4 i.f7 15 £>b3!? Wa3 
16 Sabi b6 17 £>d4 Sc8 18 jLh6 £ie5 
19 Bb4 £>a6?! (19...£}c6 is equal) 20 
£fo5 «a5 21 i.g7! ± Tukmakov- 
Stean, Hastings 1972/3. 

13 0-0 £ia4 

13...0-0 14 Sfbl Bd8 15 a4 M6 16 
S)b4 Bd7 17 £id5 Wd8 is unclear, 
LPolgar-Forintos, Kecskemet 1972. 

14£>b4£>xc3 

Analysis by Florian, who claims an 
advantage for Black. 


B2) 

9 0-0 (D) 



Now Black has two entirely differ¬ 
ent ways of playing, depending on 
whether he wants to take on c3 or not: 
B2a: 9...0-0 199 

B2b: 9...&C5 201 

B2a) 

9...0-0 10 Wd2?! 

This clogs up White’s pieces and 
leads to an excellent position for Black. 
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Best is 10 JLd2, transposing into Varia¬ 
tion B3. 

Other possibilities also deserve 
some consideration: 

1) 10 Bel (not fearing a capture on 
c3) 10...£c511 .fi.fl f5 (both ll..Jbcc3 
and 11 ...a5 can also be considered, but 

11 ..JLe6?! should be avoided: 12 4M5 
a5 13 Bbl f5 14 exf5 i.xf5 15 £.g5 
Sf7 16 £>de3 Jkd7 17 Af5 18 a3 
a4 19 5klb4 20 M4 g5 21 i.d3 
Ae5 22 Ag3 £ted4 23 £le3 J.xd3 24 
£>xd3 Agl 25 c5 d5 26 &g4 1^7 27 
£>de5 «T5 28 £>xf7 »xf7 29 M5 
Axc5 30 5)h6+ and 1-0 without 
waiting for a reply, Shabalov-Chow, 
New York Open 1993) 12 exf5 Axf5 
13 £>e3 #d7 14 £>xf5 Wxf5 15 M3 
an 16 JLe2 *h817 Bfl £>b4! 18 Bel 
£>bd3 19 i.g4 (19 g4 Wd7 20 £xd3 
£>xd3 21 Wxd3 l f xg4+ is a draw) 
19 JBb5 20 Mc5 £»xc5 21b4^a622 
£ki5 e6 23 Bel Wd4 24 *xd4 i.xd4 
25 Bxe6 Bxf2 26 *hl Baf8 27 Af3 
Bc8 28 h4? (according to Gheorghiu, 
White should play 28 h3) 28...A.b2! 
29 Bcel Bxc4 and Black has a clear 
advantage, Portisch-Gheorghiu, Bu¬ 
dapest 1970. 

2) 10 £)d5 4tc5 11 f3 £>a4?! (both 

11.. .f5 and ll...a5 make more sense) 

12 Bbl e6 13 £>f4 Wb6+? (13...#e7 
with the idea of 14...Bd8,15..JLd7 and 

16.. .Ae8 was recommended by Ko¬ 
tov) 14 M3 Wd8 15 Wcl ± Shekht- 
man-Kremenetsky, USSR 1972. 

10...£lc5 

A safe alternative is 10...a5 11 b3 
(11 &e 3 £>c5 12 f3 a4 13 Bbl Wa5 14 
£lcd5 e6 15 Wxa5 Bxa5 16 £ib6 M4 
17 £>xc8 Bxc8 18 Bdl Ba6 19 *fl 
Bb6 20 £>c2 e5 21 £>xd4 £>xd4 led 
to an excellent position for Black in 


Ljubojevid-Petursson, Reykjavik 1987) 

11.. .£>c5 12 f3 f5 13 exf5 gxf5 14 
M2 f4 15 Babl £.f5 16 £ld5 e5 ¥ 
Sion-T.Georgadze, Salamanca 1989. 
The finish was instructive: 17 Bbdl 
Be8 18&a3Be619Bfel #h420Afl 
Bh6 (no subtlety here!) 21 h3 Bg6 
22 *hl Wg3 23 *gl #xf3 24 Wf2 
Ifxf2+ 25 *xf2 AfS 26 £tt>5 £>b4 
0 - 1 . 

11 f3 

The pawn sacrifice with 11 b4!? 
deserves serious consideration. Then 
Black can either accept the gift or play 

11.. .6e6!?. 

Also possible is 11 b3!?, when 
Black can try: 

1) ll...JLxc3 12 Wxc3 &xe4 13 
lie 3 gives White compensation for the 
pawn but nothing more. 

2) 1 l...*a57 12 b4! (not 12 Ab27 
5ixe4! winning for Black) 12...€)xb413 
^3d5 jLxal 14 £)xal $3c6 15 5)xe7+ 
leaves Black critically weak on the 
dark squares. 

3) ll...f5 12 exf5 i.xf5 13 £>e3 
£>d4 (13...£le4 14 £)xe4 i.xal 15 
£>xf5 gxf5 16 lid5+ *h8 17 i.h6 
Agl 18 Axgl+ *xg7 19 &g5 ± 
Ivkov) 14 £)xf5 5)xf5 with play simi¬ 
lar to the main column (at least equal 
for Black). 

U...f512exf5 

Black is also on top after 12 b4 &e6 
13 exf5 £rf4! (a surprising and strong 
move) 14 £kl5 (or 14 iLb2 5)xe2+ 15 
Wxe2 Mf5 ¥ Benko-Barcza, Buda¬ 
pest 1955) 14...4bxe2+ 15 Wxe2 Axf5 
16 Ag5 Axel 17 Wxc2 Bf5 18 Wd2 
Bxg5 19 Wxg5 e6, when White’s 
loose rook on al (attacked by the g7- 
bishop), hanging knight and shaky 
b4-pawn combine to give Black the 



Maroczy Bind: Knight retreats to b3 and c2 


201 


advantage, Pogats-Barcza, Budapest 
1955. 

12.. JLxf513 foe 3 

13 b3?? loses a piece to 13....fi.xc2 
14 Wxc 2 fodA. 

13.. .^d414 foxfS £>xf5 15 Sbl e6 

16 Wei 

Karpov-Kaplan, San Antonio 1972. 
Now Black should have played 16...a5! 

17 jLd2 d5!, when his passed d-pawn 
gives him a clear advantage. 


B2b) 

9...foc5 (D) 



10f30-011.fi.e3 

Here 11 Jtd2 transposes to Varia¬ 
tion B3 while 11 JSLg5 led to equal 
chances in Cvetkovi£-5ahovi£, Yugo¬ 
slav Ch 1974 after 11 ...a5 12 Wd2 a4 

13 Sabi Wa5. 

ll..Jk.xc3 

More or less forced as other moves 
allow White to play Wd2 with a har¬ 
monious development. Two examples: 
1) ll...a5 12 Wd2 a4 13 *hl A.e6 

14 Ah6 f6 15 Jie3\ f5 16 exf5 i.xf5 
17 £M4 ± Geller-Simagin, Kislovodsk 
1969. 


2) ll...f5 12exf5gxf5 13Wd2Ae6 
14 Sadi £ Stein-JanoSevic, VmjaCka 
Banja 1971. 

12 bxc3 b6 

Also playable is 12...Wa5 13 Wei 
±e6 (13...£>a4 14 Ad2 Wc5+ 15 *hl 
±e6 16 Sbl foe5 17 .fi.h6 Sfe8 18 
f4! foxc4 19 f5 ± Komljenovid-Jansa, 
W.Germany 1988) 14 ^b4 Sac8 15 
£>d5 Sfe8 16 *hl £>e5 17 iLd4 focdl 
= Furman-Smejkal, Wijk aan Zee 
1975. 

13 Wd2 

13 Well? with the idea of Wh4 
needs a look. 

13...fi.b7 14 Sadi Wc7 15 ^b4 
Sac8 

The game is unclear, Adamski- 
Jansa, Budapest 1970. 


B3) 

9i.d2 (D) 



The main line. White avoids the 
doubled c-pawns and transposes into a 
popular system for Black (1 c4 c5 2 
hc3 £rf6 3 g3 d5 4 cxd5 £>xd5 5 Ag2 
£>c7 6 4tf3 £ic6 7 d3 e5 8 £k!2 Ad7), 
where he enjoys an extra tempo. 



202 


Accelerated Dragons 


9.. .0-0 

Most accurate. The immediate 

9...&c5 runs into 10 b4!, while 9...a5 
10 J&.e3! makes 10..~£.xc3+ less desir¬ 
able than usual due to the weaknesses 
along the b-file created by ...a7-a5. Af¬ 
ter 10 jLe3, Sveshnikov-Hemandez, 
Caracas 1976 continued 10...£ic5 11 
Wd2 a4 12 i.h6 0-0 13 h4 ±xh6 14 
Wxh6 f6 15 Wd2 Bf7 16 f4 f5 17 h5! 
fxe4 (better is 17...£*xe4 18 ^xe4 fxe4 
19 hxg6 hxg6 20 0-0-0, though White 
still has a clear advantage) 18 hxg6 
hxg6 19 f5! and the upcoming Wh6 
gave White a winning attack. 

100-0 

The berserker 10 h4 should not pose 
much of a threat: 10...&c5 11 h5 f5 12 
hxg6 hxg6 13 iLh6 iLxh6 14 Sxh6 
*g7 15 Wd2 Bh8 16 Bxh8 Wxh8 17 
exf5 -&.xf5 18 0-0-0 Bf8 with an equal 
position, Stean-Smejkal, Skara Echt 
1980. 

10.. .a5 

Is this a necessary precaution? The 
immediate 10...£)c5 is a very impor¬ 
tant alternative, and players have re¬ 
cently been doing everything they can 
to make it work. Then White has: 

1) 11 Scl JLxc3 (Black could also 
consider safer moves such as ll...a5 
or ll...f5) 12 &xc3 £>xe4 13 JLel 
±e6 14 f3 £>f6 15 Ac3 d5? 16 c5 d4 
17 £ixd4 &xd4 18 ±xd4 Wa5 19 a3 
Bfd8 20 Wd3! ± Nijboer-Vanheste, 
Dutch Ch 1991. 

2) 11 b3 (D) and now Black has 
tried: 

2a) 11.. J&.xc3 (risky) 12 iLxc3 £»xe4 
13 i.b2 Wa5 14 4.f3 f5 15 We2 £)e5 
16 Sfdl £>f6 17 i.d5+ e6 18 i.xe6+ 
iLxe6 19 Sxd6 Sae8 20 Wxe5 Vxe5 
21 iLxe5 &e4 22 Bddl ±xc4 23 Ad4 



left Black struggling for a draw in the 
game Dvoirys-Zilberman, Leeuwar- 
den 1994. 

2b) ll...i.d7 12 f3 a5 13 *hl 
b6?! (Miles recommends 13...5)b4) 

14 i.el Wb8 15 ficl Wb7 16 £>d5 ± 
Timman-Miles, Wijk aan Zee 1978. 

2c) ll...f5 12 exf5 jLxf5 13 £ie3 
5)e4 14 4ixe4 JLxe4 15 &g4 jLf5 16 
Scl i.xg417 Wxg4 Wc8 18 We4 Bf7 
19 *hl Wd7 20 Ac3 Saf8 21 i.xg7 
*xg7 22 Wc2 £>e5 23 Scdl £>g4 24 
#03+ &g8 25 5)xg4 Wxg4 was even¬ 
tually drawn in Hodgson-Espig, Bad 
Worishofen 1994. 

2d) ll...a5! 12 Bbl f5 (12...£ib4!? 
is tempting) 13 exf5 jLxfS 14 Ag4 
JLd3 15 JS.e2 Jif5 was equal in Korch- 
noi-Matulovid, Sarajevo 1969. 

3) 11 b4! (D) is the main threat to 

10...4ic5. Black can now play: 

3a) ll..Jk.xc3!? 12JLxc3&xe4 13 
iLb2 e5 (according to Soltis, 13..JLe6 
followed by playing for pressure on 
the c4-pawn is the correct way to go, 
while Milos feels that 13...a5!? is 
worth a look) 14 Wei! (14 Af3 £>f6 

15 b5 4)a5 16 &e3 i.e6 17 c5 dxc5 18 
i.xe5 £jd719 Ac3 Bb8 20 Wd2 b6 21 
Sadi ± Llvanov-Strauss, Los Angeles 
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1982) 14...#g5 15 Sdl Ae6 16 *hl 
(Milos gives 16 f4 exf4 17 JLf3 5)g3! 
as unclear) 1 6..Mh4 17 JLf3 f5 18 b5 
£kl8 19 g3 #f6?! (19...#e7 is better) 
20 £>e3 £>f7 21 jtg2 Bac8 22 f3 £>c5 
23 f4 ± Milos-Spangenberg, San Luis 
1995. 

3b) 11...4)e6 is the popular way to 
handle this position. White has tried 
several different moves here: 

3bl) 12 ficl a5 (best; White is 
clearly better after both 12...f5 13 exf5 
gxf5 14 f4 ®ed4 15 £lxd4 £ixd4 16 
J&.e3 ± Nunn-Rind, Manchester 1980 
and 12...£d7 13 &d5 2c8 14 Ae3 
&e5 15 &al b6 16 f4 £\c6 17 £lb3 
± Ananchenko-Tseshkovsky, Russia 
Cup (Krasnodar) 1997) 13 a3 axb4 (or 
13...i.d7 14 £kl5 axb4 15 axb4 €)cd4 

16 £>xd4 £ixd417 Ag5 Se8 18 ±e3 e5 
19 iLg4 ±e6 20 h3 Ba3 21 Bel Axd5 
22 exd5 b6 = de la Villa-T.Georgadze, 
Salamanca 1989) 14 axb4 5)cd4 15 
£ixd4 £)xd4 16 iLe3 e5 (16...5)xe2+ 

17 Wxe2 Ae6 18 Bfdl ± Speelman- 
Pigusov, Sochi 1982) 17 5)b5 5)xb5 18 
cxb5 Ae6 19 i.c4 #d7 20 Wd3 Bfc8 
V 2 -V 2 Geller-Pigusov, Sochi 1989. 

3b2) 12 Bbl a5 13 b5 (13 a3 axb4 
14 axb4 &ed4 (14...£icd4 15 i.d3 


JLd7 16 £>xd4 £lxd4 17 #cl?! e6! 18 
i.h6 i.xh619 #xh6 #f6 20 tfcl Wg7 
21 Bdl Bfc8 22 Afl i.a4 23 £>xa4 
Bxa4 24 #62 e5 ? Illescas-Ljubo- 
jevid, Linares (4) 1993} 15 £>xd4 4)xd4 
16 Ad3 i.d7 {16...Ba3 ? Illescas} 17 
Bel Ba3 18 i.fl Be8 19 Be3 1x6 20 
b5 JLd7 21 £id5 ± Kaidanov-Khasin, 
Belgrade 1988; this game only lasted a 
few more moves: 21...Ba2 22 1x3 e5 
23 £>b4 Ba3 24 l.xd4 1-0) 13...£>cd4 
and White has tried two moves: 

3b2a) 14 £)xd4 £)xd4 (Milos rec¬ 
ommends 14...iLxd4!? with the idea 
of 15 £ld5 b6) 15 b6 e6 16 1x3 
£lxe2+ 17 £>xe2 l.d7! 18 #d3 (Black 
gets more than enough activity for the 
pawn after 18 #xd6 1x6 19 #xd8 
Bfxd8 20 f3 Bd3 ?) 18...1c6 19 Bfdl 
#h4 20 f3 Bfd8 and Black enjoyed a 
comfortable position in Milos-Spang¬ 
enberg, Villa Gesell 1996. 

3b2b) 14 b6! &xc2 15 #xc2 ld7 
16 £td5 lc6 17 lg4 &c5 18 lg5 
lxd5 19 cxd5 h5! 20 le2 (20 lh3 
Ba6 21 le3 Bxb6 22 lxc5 Bxbl 23 
Bxbl Wcl is a line given by Adams) 
20...Bc8 21 le3 a4 22 Bb4 (22 lxc5 
Bxc5 23 #xa4 Va8 gives Black plenty 
of compensation for the sacrificed 
pawn) 22...a3 23 Bfbl #d7 24 lb5 
#d8 25 le2 #d7 26 Bc4? (better is 
26 lb5 =) 26...e6 27 Bdl exd5 28 
Bxd5 #e6 29 lf4 Bc6 and Black had 
the better game in Salov-Adams, Dos 
Hermanas 1995. 

3b3) 12 *hl 5)ed4 13 £)xd4 
5)xd4 14 ld3 a5 15 b5 £)e6 16 Bel 
£>c5 17 Ibl b6 18 lg5 lb7 19 #d2 
Bc8 20 <SM5 f6 21 1x3 e6 22 £>f4 
#e7 23 f3 Bfe8 24 Bcdl Bcd8 25 #f2 
lf8 26 Bd2 d5 27 £*13 #c7 28 cxd5 
exd5 29 5)xc5 iLxc5 30 lxc5 #xc5 
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31 Wxc5 bxc5 32 Hfdl *f7 33 exd5 
Hxd5 34 2xd5 AxdS 35 *gl <S?e6 36 
Hd2 fib8 37 a4 V 2 -V 2 (a strange deci¬ 
sion by Black since 37...iLb3 38 Jkc2 
£.x c 2 39 Hxc2 < ^?d5 is very bad for 
White) Ivanchuk-Andersson, Tilburg 
1990. 

It seems that the immediate 10...££5 
has a lot to recommend it! 

Returning to the position after 

10...a5 (D): 



The alternatives have turned out 
well for Black: 

1) 11 Hel &c5 12 f3 (after 12 b3 
£>b4! 13 Hal ±d7 14 «3e3 &c6 15 
Hbl £ki4 16 &ed5 e6 17 £if4 JLc6 
Black has a very nice position, de la 
Villa-Velimirovic, Szirak IZ 1987) 

12...f5 13 exf5 i.xf5 14 £>e3 &d4 15 
Qxf5 4>xf5 16 b3 e6 17 £lb5 We7 18 
Hel Wh4 19 Hfl b6 20 Wei We7 21 
i.c3 Had8 22 Axg7 Wxg7 23 f4 d5 24 
i.g4 d4 25 &xf5 exf5 26 Hdl Hfe8 27 
Wh4 d3 T Fang-Kudrin. 

2) 11 Hel £>c5 12 jLfl f5 13 exf5 
i.xf5 14 £>e3 (or 14 £e3 £)b4! 15 
5)a3 &bd3 16 £xd3 £>xd3 17 He2 
£>xb218 Wb3 &a419 Wxa4 Axc3 20 


Hdl Af6 21 c5 Wd7! 22 Wxd7 Axd7 
23 cxd6 exd6 24 2xd6 JlLc6 25 &b6 
Hfe8 and Black’s two bishops gave him 
a clear advantage in Peters-Silman, 
Santa Monica, Summit Match 1989) 

14...£kl4 15 &cd5 &e4 16 ±c3 e5 17 
Wd2 Wg5 and Black was better in 
Tangborn-Donaldson, corr 1983-4. 
The continuation was 18 i’hl Wh4 19 
O Hxf3! 20 Axd4 Hf2 21 Wxf2 Wxf2 
and Black was winning. 

3) 11 Well? (a new idea of Nij- 
boer’s) ll...He8! (preserving the dark- 
squared bishop; Il...&c5 12 Ah6 was 
a bit better for White in Nijboer- 
Petursson, Reykjavik 1990:12...b6 13 
i.xg7 *xg7 14 We3 Ha7 15 f4 f6 16 
b3 Hd7 17 Habl e5 18 f5) 12 Ah6 
i.h8 13 Wd2 a4 14 £)a3 S)d4!? (Pe- 
tursson prefers 14...Wa5 15 4lab5 4)c5 
followed by ...Jkd7 and ...Hec8) 15 
£>ab5 &xe2+ 16 Wxe2 £if6! 17 Hadl 
Wb6 (according to Donaldson, also 
possible is 17..jLd7 18 c5 dxc5 19 e5 
®h5) 18 i.e3 Wa5 19 JLd4 jLe 6 20 e5 
dxe5 21 jLxe5 Hac8 22 Hd4 Hc5 23 
Bfdl Hec8 24 b3 axb3 25 axb3 Hxe5 
26 Wxe5, Petursson-Donaldson, New 
York Open 1991, and now Black 
should play 26...&d5 27 Wei Axd4! 
28 £kxd5 Wxel+ 29 Hxel ±c5 30 
£>bc7l.xd5 3l£ixd5e6=. 

11...5k5 (D) 

12 <4>hl 

Black gets good play after 12 Jke3 
a4 (12...f5 13 exf5 Axf514 £>d4 £>xd4 
15 Axd4 &h6 16 Hel £>e6 17 £f2 
£lf418 £fl fin 19 Wb3 i.d3 20 Hadl 
i.xfl 21 *xfl Wd7 22 c5 ± Lautier- 
Solozhenkin, French Cht 1996) 13 
Wd2 Wa5. Two examples: 

1) 14 Habl f5 15 exf5 lxf5 16 
Hbcl JLxc2 17 Hxc2 ftb4 (17...a3 18 
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bxa3 #xa3 = Yermolinsky-Donaldson, 
Reno 1996) 18 Bccl a3 19 bxa3 &xc3 
20 Bxc3 &xa2 21Bc2 Wxd2 22 Bxd2 
£>c3 23 JLxc5 dxc5 24 Bal Bfc8 25 
Sc2 &xe2+ 26 Bxe2 *f7 V 2 -V 2 Stohl- 
Malishauskas, Manila OL 1992. 

2) 14 Baci jLd7 = Sanz-Zsu.Pol- 
gar, Leon 1989. The continuation saw 
Black dithering endlessly around and 
still doing well: 15 *hl Bfd8 16 fifdl 
±e8 17 &a3 0>h8 18 Afl Ad7 19 
£>ab5 iLe6 20 Wf2 Bac8 21 £>d5 Bf8 
22 £>bc7 JLxd5 23 £>xd5 e6 24 JL d2 
Wd8 25 5ic3 JLd4 and Black went on 
to win a long struggle. 

Another idea for White is 12 b3 f5 
(also possible is 12...b6!? with the 
idea of ...Ba7-d7 followed by ...e6 and 
...J&.b7) 13 exf5 Axf5 14 £>e3 a4? (the 
usual recipe is 14...5kl4 15 £ixf5 £ixf5 
followed by preparations for a ...d6-d5 
advance with ...e6) 15 &xf5 gxf5 16 
Bbl axb3 17 axb3 £*14 18 b4 £*17 19 
Jie 3 £>xe2+ 20 £>xe2 We8 21 c5 
(Black’s opening has been a disaster) 

21...dxc5 22 bxc5 Bc8 23 2b5 Bc7 24 
£rf4 ±h6 25 Wb3+ e6 26 £lxe6 jUe3+ 
27 Wxe3 1-0 Magem-Romero, Leon 
1991. 

12...f5 


This is not immediately necessary 
since White has no threats and he is 
running out of useful waiting moves. 
Here are some other ideas that can be 
tried in this position: 

1) 12...b6 13 2c 1 2a7 14 b3 2d7 

15 Wei e6 16 2dl jLb7 17 Wf2 £>e7 
with good play, Conquest-Petursson, 
Palma de Mallorca GMA 1989. It’s 
somewhat surprising that nobody has 
copied Black’s play. 

2) 12...£>e6 13 Bbl £d7 14 £*15 
£>ed4 15 £)xd4 £>xd4 16 i.g5 2e8 17 
Ad3 Ac6 18 f4 £>e6 19 Ah4 £*:5 20 
iLc2 2b8 21 f5 £*17 22 lfd2 ixd5 23 
exd5 £>e5 was all right for Black in 
Sax-Antunes, Benasque 1993. 

3) 12...iLd7 13 2bl £lb4 14 £>e3 
a415 £>b5 £>xa2 (15...£*:6 16 b4 axb3 

17 axb3 5ie5?! 18 £*15 ± Damljano- 
vi6-M.Pavlovi6, Yugoslav Ch 1997) 

16 2al a3 17 2xa2 axb2 gives Black 
compensation for the sacrificed piece 
according to Damljanovi£. 

4) 12...a4!? 13 2cl (13 Bbl f5) 

13...£e6 14 Ae3 Wb6 15 Bbl f5 16 
£*15 Wd8 17 exf5 (17 £lf4!?) 17.. JLxf5 

18 &g5! £k6 19 Ah4 g5 20 Af2 £tf4 
21 £>xf4 gxf4 22 iLd3 «fd7 23 Bel, 
P.Popovi6-Velimirovi6, Yugoslav Ch 
playoff (Belgrade) 1997,23...£xd3 (in 
the actual game. Black got into trouble 
after 23...£le5?! 24 A.e4! *h8 25 b3 
axb3 26 axb3 Ba2?! 27 JSLd4!) 241^3 
£*;5. According to Popovifi, Black has 
an acceptable position. 

13 exf5 ixf5 (D) 

14iLe3 

14 £>e3 £*1415 £>xf5 £>xf516 Bbl 
e6, Portisch-Tukmakov, Madrid 1973, 
leads to a structure that is known to fa¬ 
vour Black. Black plans to play ...d5 
and create a powerful passed pawn. 
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The continuation of this game is an in¬ 
structive example of how Black should 
play this variation: 17 b3 18 *hb5 
(18 a3 d5 19 b4 axb4 20 axb4 d4! 21 
£>b5 d3 22 bxc5 dxe2 23 Wxe2 £La2 24 
Sbdl #h4 25 #el Wxc4 is very strong 


for Black - analysis by Tukmakov) 

18.. .d5 19 cxd5 exd5 20 Hcl b6 21 
g4? (better is 21 .&f4, though Black 
would still retain a clear advantage) 

21.. .£id6 22 i.c3 £>xb5 23 Axg7+ 
*xg7 24 Axb5 d4 25 Bc4 Hf4! 26 a3 
#d5 27 b4 axb4 28 axb4 £>e6 29 We2 
d3 30 #b2+ <4>h6 31 £c6? Wxc4 32 
£xa8 d2! 33 #bl IXd4 0-1. 

14...a4!? 

According to Filip, 14...£lb4 15 
£ki4, 14...&xc2 15 «xc2 SM4 16 Wd2, 
and 14...^h8 15 £>d4 are all a little 
better for White, though this has not 
yet been confirmed by practice. 

After 14...a4!? IM David Strauss 
feels that Black has adequate play but 
this also needs testing before any defi¬ 
nite assessment can be given. 



10 Maroczy Bind: 


Lines with 


1 e4 c5 2 £>f3 £>c6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £>xd4 
g6 5c4i.g7 6i.e3 

6 i.e3 is White’s best move. 

This chapter concentrates on lines 
with 6...?)h6, though we will also take 
a quick glance at some rare alterna¬ 
tives: 

1) 6...Wb6?(GipsUs tried this twice 
and then gave it up; it is actually just a 
waste of time since after 7 £fo3 Black’s 
queen has no useful square to go to) 7 
4}b3 Vfcl (the first time Gipslis tried 

6.. .Hfb6, he followed up with 7...Hfd8 

but after 8 £>c3 9 ie2 b6 10 0-0 

0-0 he had lost time compared to line 
A of Chapter 9) 8 £>c3 &f6 9 i.e2 0-0 
10 0-0 b6 11 £>d4 i.b7 12 £idb5 
Wb8 13 Bel Bd8 14 f4 and White has 
a distinct advantage, Reshko-Gipslis, 
USSR 1966. 

2) 6...e6? (with this move, intro¬ 
duced by Shaposhnikov in 1959, Black 
intends ...£ige7 and ...d5; though he 
achieves his aim, the early opening of 
the position turns out to favour White) 
7 5)c3 £ige7 and now: 

2a) 8 Wd2 (the most natural move) 

8.. .d5 9 cxd5 exd5 10 ftxc6 bxc6 11 
exd5 cxd5 12 Ab5+! Ad7 13 Ae2 
Ae6 14 Bdl 0-0 15 0-0 £tf5 16 Ac5 
d4 (16...Be8 17 Ab5) 17 Axf8 Axf8 
18 £>b5 Ac5 19 Ad3 &d6 20 £>xd6 
Wxd6 21 a3 and Black is without com¬ 
pensation for the lost exchange, 
Estrin-Shaposhnikov, corr 1959. 


6...£ih6 


2b) 8 £kib5 (also interesting) 8...0-0 
9 Ae2 (Levy likes 9 £>d6) 9...f5! 10 f3 
fxe4 (10...f4 11 Af2 b6 12 lfd2 Aa6 
13 0-0-0 £te5 14 g3! ±Dubinin-Shap- 
oshnikov, corr 1959) 11 fxe4 b6 12 
Wd2 Aa6 13 0-0-0 £}e5 and Black has 
an active position, Kunz-Honfi, corr. 

3) 6...d6 7 &c3 a67! 8 Ae2 e6 9 
«fd2 £>e5 10 Bdl and White has a 
clear advantage, Uhlmann-Ljubojevi6, 
Nik§i6 1978. 

6...£>h 6(D) 



Along with ...b5 and ...d5. Black 
has a third break in ...f5. By playing 
his knight to h6 Black can easily get in 
the move ...f5 but it doesn’t always 
work out so well. Unless Black has 
tremendous piece activity. White’s 
pressure against the d- and e-pawns 
and control of d5 and e6 usually give 
him the advantage. 
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Though no top player supports this 
line (it must be admitted that GM 
Abramovid and IM I.Ivanov have a 
fondness for this set-up), the Egyptian 
IM Afifi has come up with some new 
ideas that may appeal to those who en¬ 
joy sharp and unusual positions. 

7£k3 

7 J&.e2 0-0 8 «U2 £>xd4 9 i.xd4 
f6?! (9...JLxd4 10 Wxd4 f5 11 #d2 
*g7 12 £lc3 ±) 10 £k3d6110-0 £>g4 
12 £>d5 £h6 13 f4 e5 14 £.xg4 &xg4 
15 Ae3 Ag7 16 f5! ± Seirawan-Shir- 
azi, USA Ch 1992. 

Black now has: 

A: 7...0-0 208 

B: 7...d6 209 

A) 

7.. .0-0 8 Jie2 tS 9 exf5 

Black obtained a slight advantage 
in Martin-Gurgenidze, Munich 1958, 
after 9 Wd2? f4 10 ±xf4 ±xd4 11 
iLxh6 £xf2+ 12 *dl Bf7 13 Jif3 
Ad4 (and not 13...#b6 14 ficl d6 15 
5)d5 tfd416 Bfl ± Bagirov-Roizman, 
USSR 1961). 

9.. JLxd4 

The alternatives don’t work out 
very well: 

1) 9...£>xd4 10 £xd4 i.xd4 11 
#xd4 £ixf5 12 #d2 d6. Now White has 
the pleasant choice between 13 0-0, 
transposing into Tal-Kupreichik in the 
note to Black’s 19th move in section B 
of this chapter, or castling long and 
playing h2-h4-h5. 

2) 9...gxf5 10 0-0 f411 £>xc6 bxc6 
12 Ad4 d6 13 JLxg7 *xg7 14 Af3 
11)6 15 Bel £rf5 16 i.e4 Bf7 17 Wh5 
± Miiller-Mohring, E.Germany 1964/5. 


10&xh6! 

Cutting across Black’s plan, which 
is realized after 10 iLxd4 4t)xf5 11 
i.c5 d6 12 Aa3 £tfd4 13 0-0 Af5 14 
Bel #d7 15 £>d5 Bf7 16 b3 Baf8 17 
i.b2 e5 18 b4 ±e6 19 ±d3 (19 £>e3 
&xe2+20Wxe2£ixb421 Bcdl £>c6 + 
Stoliar-Kotkov, USSR 1957) 19.. Jlg4! 
20 f3 Jkxf3! 21 gxf3 £lxf3+ 22 *hl 
#63 23 Bf2 £lel 0-1 Furman-Spassky, 
USSR Ch (Moscow) 1957. 

10...Bxf5 (D) 



110-0 

Black gets away with his risky play 
after 11 i.e3?! Axe3 12 fxe3 d6 13 
#^12 = Pachman-Sanguinetti, Porto- 
roi IZ 1958. 

Il...d6 

The crude 11 ...#66? is strongly an¬ 
swered by 12 5)d5 jkxf2+ ( editor’s 
note: 12...#xb2 13 Bbl Wa3 is a bet¬ 
ter try, as in Marusenko-Tumer, Lon¬ 
don Lloyds Bank 1994) 13 *hl Wd4 14 
£.g4 Wxdl 15 Baxdl Bf7 16 £>xe7+! 
£>xe7 (16...Bxe7 17 Bxf2 Bf7 18 
Bdfl toeS 19 JLf3) 17 JLe6! £>f5 18 
Axf7+ $xf7 19 Bxf2 ± Grushevsky- 
Veresov, Moscow 1959. 

12 Af3 



Maroczy Bind: Lines with 6...$Sh6 


209 


In Shamkovich-Vasiukov, USSR Ch 
(Kiev) 1964/5, White gained a clear 
advantage with 12 #d2 Wa5 13 &I 1 I 
Bf7 14 f4 Jke 6 15 Bad Bd 8 16 #el 
W\A 17 b3 *h 8 18 i.f3. This stood 
tall as one of the official ‘lines of 
refutation’ until Hakki-Afifi, Bahrain 
1990 showed that Black’s game was 
not so bad after all: 12..Jkg7 (instead 
of 12...1fa5) 13 &xg7 $xg7 14 *hl 
Wb6 15 Ag4 Bf7 16 £xc 8 Bxc 8 17 
Sadi Scf 8 18 f3 Wc5 19 b3 Wh5 20 
£>e4 Sf4 21 £>g3 H 16 22 £>e 2 S4f5 
23 Wxh6+ *xh 6 24 £>c3 *g7 25 
Sfel l 4’f7 26 5^gl g5 and the game 
was soon called a draw. 

12...&g7 

If Black wants to experiment with 
this variation, then Afifi’s 12...Axc3!? 
should be given a shot: 13 bxc3 £*e 5 

14 Jie4 Sh5 and now: 

1 ) 15 Af4 Wcl 16 Sel £>f7 17 
We 2 e 6 18 Sadi *g7 19 Wd 2 e5 20 
&e3 Wxc4 21 f3 Wcl 22 g4 Sh4 23 
JLA5 h5 24 $Lxi7 *xf7 25 JLg5 Bh3 
26 Wxd 6 Wxd 6 27 5xd6 Sxf3 28 Sd 8 
*e 6 29 Be 8 + *d 6 30 Bd 8 + V 2 -V 2 
Smyslov-Afifi, Manila IZ 1990. 

2) 15 iLe3, Rachels-AM, Manila 
IZ 1990, and now 15...Wc7 would have 
been unclear. The actual game went 

15..JLe6 16 JLxb7 i.xc4 17 i.xa 8 
«fxa 8 18 Bel £.d5 19 f4 £xg 2 20 
fxe5 &h3 21 Be 2 #f3 22 Bf 2 Wxe3 
23 Wd5+ *g7 24 Wf7+ <4?h6 25 iT 8 + 
4^5 26 1 ifxe7+ and White went on to 
win. 

13iLe3 

White can also consider 13 £.xg7 
Sfexg7 14 JLe4 Bf 8 (White obtained a 
positionally won game after 14...Bf7 

15 Wd2 Wb 6 16 i.d5 e 6 17 Axc 6 
Wxc6 18 Badl Wxc4 19 Wxd 6 in 


Hiibner-Afifi, Manila IZ 1990) 15 c5! 
dxc5 16 JLxc 6 bxc 6 17 We2. 

13...Jkd714 Bel b615 Ae4 Bf716 
i.g5! 

White is clearly better. The game 
Kudrin-I.Ivanov, New York 1983 con¬ 
tinued 16...iLf617 ±xf 6 Bxf618 Wd 2 
Wf 8 19 Badl Bd 8 20 €)d5 Bf7 21 
&c7!. This last move is very strong 
and will soon cause great unpleasant¬ 
ness for Black. White will park his 
knight on e 6 and follow up with dou¬ 
bling on the e-file and h2-h4-h5. Black 
has no real counterplay and weak¬ 
nesses all over the place. 


B) 

7„.d6 (D) 



This is a much steadier continua¬ 
tion than 7...0-0 as Black will now 
have the option of capturing on f5 with 
the bishop. Nonetheless, the resulting 
positions are not easy to play for 
Black. 

8 £e 2 

Here 8 h3 has been seen on occa¬ 
sion, but it seems a little too slow to 
give White any real chance for an 
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advantage: 8...f5 9 exf5 (9 JLxh6 
Jix d4 10 i.d3 *b6 11 We2 £>e5 12 
0-0 -&xc3 13 bxc3 *c6 V 2 -V 2 Hubner- 
Ljubojevid, Brussels 1987) 9...£>xf5 
10 5)xf5 JLxf5 and now: 

1) 11 Bel 0-0 12 Wd2 (12 Ae2 
<^h8 13 0-0 Bc8 14 b3 Wa5 15 *d2 a6 
16 Bfdl £>e5 17 i.d4 £lc6 18 Axg7+ 
*xg7 19 Bel Ad7 20 #b2 Wg5 21 
£ld5+ e5 22 Bc3 £ld4 23 Bg3 #h4 24 
Ag4 £f5 25 Axf5 £>xf5 26 Bg4 Wd8 
27 f4 &h6 28 fxe5 £ixg4 29 exd6+ 
*h6 30 hxg4 Wxd6 31 Be3 *05 32 b4 
Bfl+ 33 *xfl *xc4+ 34 *gl *xd5 
35 g5+ *h5 36 We2+ 1-0 Timo¬ 
shenko- Afifi, Cairo 1997) 12...*a5 13 
b3 Bac8 14 i.e2 *h8 15 0-0 Bf7 16 
Bfdl Scf8 17 £lb5 *xd2 18 Bxd2 ± 
Maijanovic-Cuartas, Dortmund 1982. 

2) 11 *d21^5 12 Bel 0-013 &e2 
Bac8 = Qi Jingxuan-Larsen, Bled/Por- 
toroi 1979. 

8...0-0 (D) 

Also possible is the immediate ad¬ 
vance 8...f5, which can easily trans¬ 
pose to the text. White’s best is then 9 
exf5 £>xf5 10 &xf5 Axf5 11 0-0 0-0 
(ll—WaS!? 12 *d2 0-0 13 Bacl Bc8 
14 f4 e5 15 £f3 ± Savon-Sikora, Tm- 
ava 1989) 12 Wd2 (12 c5 is also a rea¬ 
sonable idea, when 12...dxc5 13 iLxc5 
favoured White in Kovadevid-Bar- 
czay, Zagreb 1972) 12...Bc8 13 Bacl 
<4>h8 14 £>d5 Wd7 15 Bfdl ± Liebert- 
R.Byme, Lugano OL 1968. 

9 0-0 

Here 9 *d2 5)g4 is similar to the 
variation that arises after 1 e4 c5 2 
5if3 £ic6 3 d4 cxd4 4 l 5)xd4 g6 5 c4 
i.g7 6 Ae3 <5)f6 7^30-08 ±e2 d6 9 
0-0 iLd7 10 *d2 £>g4 11 i.xg4 £xg4 
except that in this case Black has 
moved his queen’s bishop only once. 



Due to this, Black is in possession of 
an extra tempo and his chances of 
gaining equality are greatly enhanced: 
10 JLxg4 jLxg4 11 0-0 and now: 

1) 11 ...Bc8 is too passive: 12 b3 a6 
13 h3 Ad7 14 Badl £>xd4 15 ±xd4 
i.c6 16 £xg7 *xg7 17 Wd4+ *g8 
(17...f6 is better but White stiU has an 
edge) 18 a4! f5 19 e5! dxe5 20 Wxe5 
*c7 21 *e6+ *g7 22 Bfel Bce8 23 
£>d5! Axd5 24 Bxd5, Gheorghiu- 
Balaskas, Balkaniad 1977. 

2) ll...*a5 12 Bacl (12 f4 £>xd4 
13 JLxd4 e5 14 fxe5 dxe5 15 &.e3 with 
a slight advantage for White, Petro- 
sian-Heinicke, Vienna 1957) 12...Bfc8 

13 b3 a6 (also playable is 13...&xd4 

14 &xd4 JLxd4 15 #xd4 J.e6 16 f4 
*c5 17 *xc5 Bxc5 18 a4 Bac8 19 
Bfel a6 20 Bal b6 21 Be3 *f8 22 -4>f2 
f6 23 *i?f3 Bb8 and Black eventually 
drew in Ivkov-Popov, Smederevska 
Palanka 1981) and here: 

2a) 14 f4!? is worthy of attention. 

2b) White preferred 14 Bc2 in 
Geller-Larsen, Monaco 1967, when 
Black got in the freeing 14...b5! and 
acquired good play after 15 &d5 (after 

15 cxb5,15.. JLxd4 is equal according 
to Larsen while 15...axb5 16 €)dxb5 
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£lb4 17 Sb2 ±d7 18 £id4 Wa6 gives 
Black some initiative for the pawn - 
analysis by Larsen) 15...'H r xd2 16 Sxd2 
iLxd4 17 jLxd4 Sab8! 18 Bel (18 c5 
Ae6! 19 cxd6 i.xd5 20 exd5 S)xd4 21 
Bxd4 exd6 ? - analysis by Larsen) 

18...<4?f8 19 £b2 (19 &e3 bxc4 20 
£>b6 Bd8 21 Bxc4 4k5 22 Bc7 £>d7 = 
- analysis by Larsen) 19...bxc4 20 
Bxc4 *e8 21Bdc2 *d7 22 D £e6 23 
Bd2 a5 24 h4 Bb5 25 Ba4 f6! ?. 

2c) 14 ?)xc6 Bxc6! (14...bxc6 15 
c5! is good for White) 15 -fi.d4 jLe6 16 
±xg7 *xg7 17 «b2 f6 18 Skl5 Wd8 
with equality, Popovic-Abramovid, 
Novi Sad 1985. 

9...f5 10 exf5 gxf5 
Worse is 10...£lxd411 iLxd4iLxd4 
12 Wxd4 £>xf5 13 «ti2 £d7 14 ±f3 
i.c6 15 &d5+ *g7 16 Bfel e5 17 c5! 
and White was on his way to victory in 
Tal-Kupreichik, Sochi 1970. 

11 f4 (D) 



With several structural weaknesses. 
Black looks to active play to bail him 
out. On ll...i.d7 White has 12 «U2 
£)g4 13 .&xg4 fxg4 14 £kl5 (14 Sadi 
We8 15 £>de2 Sd8 16 b3 Wg617 £>b5 
a6 18 £>bc3 i.f5 19 £>g3 e6 20 £b6 
Sd7 21 &xf5 Sxf5 22 £ie4 d5 23 We2 
d4 24 £>g3 Sff7 25 #e4 »xe4 26 
£)xe4 ± lllescas-Abramovic, Biel IZ 
1993) 14...Sf7 15 f5 *h8 16 £>e6 ± 
Szabo-Larsen, Vinkovci 1970. 

12&xf5 

A good alternative is 12 £icb5 5}xd4 
13 £xd4 i.xd4+ 14 #xd4 »xd4+ 15 
5)xd4 Jkd7 16 Sadi Sac8 17 Sfel 
*f7 18 A.f3 *f6 19 b3 Sc7 20 5d2 
£rf7 21 ild5 e5 22 ±xf7 Bxf7 23 £>c2 
and White is slightly better, Stean- 
Bellin, England 1972. 

It should be noted that 12 £k!5? is 
an error since 12..Jbtd4! 13 5ixb6 
£xe3+ 14 sbhl &xb6 is favourable to 
Black. 

12.. .Wxb2 13 £txh6+ £xh6 14 
Zhd 5 

Weaker is 14 Hcl £g7 15 Hc2 (15 
£>d5 Wxa2 16 c5 *h8 17 Af3 Jk #6 18 
cxd6 exd6 19 &c7 $Lb3 ? Yermolin- 
sky-I.Ivanov, USSR 1980) 15...Wa3 
16 Wd2 JLe6 17 ihl Sac8 with an un¬ 
clear position in Spassov-NiCevski, 
Sofia 1976. 

14.. .£f5 15 Jkd3 «fg? 16 * hi 

± Yermolinsky-Chepukaitis, USSR 
1980. 



11 Maroczv Bind: 


The tricky 


1 e4 c5 2 £>f3 ftc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 ^xd4 
g6 5 c4 £g7 6 Ae3 £>f6 7 £>c3 0-0 

If 7...£>g4 (Chapter 13) is not your 
cup of tea, then you are stuck with the 
very logical text-move. Attempts to 
avoid this move don’t make a lot of 
sense: 7...d6 8 £e2 &d7 9 0-0 £te5?! 
(9...0-0 would transpose back into 
main lines) 10 f3 (Black’s ‘big idea’ 
comes after 10 h3 # 08 ! 11 b3 Axh3! 
=) 10... He 8 11 b3 h5 12 Wd2 (also 
good is 12 h3 h4 13 f4 £>c 6 14 f5 ±) 

12.. .h4 13 fiacl £>h5 14 Hfdl Hc5 15 
£>d5! Wc 8 16 b4! Hc 6 17 £>xc 6 (17 
c5! dxc5 18 5)xc6 is even stronger) 

17.. .bxc6 18 &f4! and Black could 
have safely given up in Gheorghiu- 
Lutterby, Val Thorens 1977. 

8 Ae2 (D) 

White develops, stops ...5)g4 tricks 
and prepares to castle. No other move 
does as much. For example: 8 h3 d 6 9 
£e 2 (9 Bel £>xd4 10 £.xd4 Wa5 11 
£d3 £e 6 12 0-0 Hfc 8 13 b3 a 6 is 
equal) 9..Jfc.d7 10 0-0 a 6 11 #d2 b5 
(ll...Hc 8 12 Had &xd4 13 Axd4 
Ac 6 14 We3 led to a slight edge for 
White in Yanofsky-H 6 bert, Canadian 
Ch 1975) 12 cxb5 £>xd4 13 i.xd4 axb5 
14 Hfdl (14 Axf 6 Jix f 6 15 £>xb5 
#a5 16 £>c3 Hfc 8 17 Hfcl i.xc3 18 
Hxc3 Hxc3 19 #xc3 »xc3 20 bxc3 
Ha3 21 c4 .&a4 leads to an equal end¬ 
ing according to Larsen) 14...£c6 15 
J0Lxb5 5ixe4 16 £>xe4 J&.xb5 17 jLxg7 


...b6 systems 


< S?xg7, Larsen-Kavalek, Solingen (3) 
1970. Both sides have chances. 



8.„b6 

When 8 ...b 6 first became popular in 
the 1970s the new problems that it 
posed led to good results for Black. 
Then the game Gheorghiu-Bellon, Las 
Palmas 1976 acted like a cold shower 
and the line was laid to rest. As al¬ 
ways, theory never rests and it seems 
that no opening ever truly dies (it just 
goes go sleep for a while). The 1980s 
saw the resurgence of 8 ...b 6 , then it 
died again before becoming a Roma¬ 
nian craze in the 1990s! 

Other moves (aside from 8 ...d 6 , as 
seen in Chapter 12) are not nearly as 
sensible: 

1) 8 ...£le 8 9 h4! (an attempt to 
punish Black; the more restrained 9 
Wd2 is also very good: 9...f5 10 exf5 
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gxf5 11 f4 *hcl 12 0-0-0 d6 13 Af3 
Ad7 14 h3 ± Aronin-Bronstein, USSR 
Ch (Moscow) 1951) 9...f5 10 exf5 
gxf5 11 f4! e6 12 Wd2 Wf6 13 0-0-0 
&xd4 14 Axd 4 Wxd4 15 Wxd4 Axd4 
16 Bxd4 ± Shamkovich-Udovdic, 
Leningrad 1967. 

2) 8...a5 9 0-0a4 10 c5!? (trying to 
make Black pay for his unusual move- 
order; 10 Wd2 d6 transposes into lines 
that we will look at in Chapter 12) 

10.. .d5 11 cxd6 Wxd6 (ll...£>xd4 12 
Axd4 exd6 13 £)xa4 5)xe4 14 Axg7 
<±>xg7 15 Wd4+ £if6 16 £>b6 is good 
for White) 12 £db5 (after 12 £>xc6, 

12.. .Wxc6? 13 e5 followed by Af3 and 
£\d5 is very strong for White; however, 
Black can improve with 12...bxc6! =) 

12.. .Wb4 13 a3 Wa5 14 f4 (14 f3 Ae6 
15 Wei Ab3! 16 Wf2 =) 14...e5 
(14...Bd8 15 Wei e5 16 Wf2! £>d7 17 
f5 is not what Black wants to happen) 
15 fxe5 (15 f5 Bd8 16 Wei £>d4 and 
15 Wei exf4 16 Bxf4 Ah6 both lead to 
unclear positions) 15...£ixe5 16Bxf6! 
(or else Black will consolidate with 
...Ae6) 16...Axf6 17 £>d5 Ad8? (ac¬ 
cording to Nunn, Black had to play 

17.. .Ba6! 18 Bel! Ad7 19 Bc5 Wd8, 
with unclear complications) 18 Ad4! 
f6 19 Ac3 Wa6 20 £>bc7 Wa7+ 21 
Ad4 Wb8 22 5)xa8 with a clear ad¬ 
vantage for White, Nunn-Haik, Paris 
1983. 

9 0-0 

The most common move but, on oc¬ 
casion, White has varied. In the game 
Lussault-Donaldson, Monaco 1977, 
White showed a high degree of respect 
for his opponent by playing 9 g4?. 
Play continued 9...Jib! 10 £hcc6 Axc6 
(10...dxc6 is a good alternative) 11 
Wd3 d6 12 Bgl £>d7 13 f3 and now 


13.. .a6! intending ...b5 offers Black 
excellent play. 

Some other ninth moves for White: 

1) 9f3Ab710Wd2e6?!(10...Bc8, 

10.. .£)h5!?, and even 10...d6 all come 
into consideration and will probably 
transpose into known lines) 11 Bdl 
&e5 12 £>db5 d5 13 exd5 exd5 14 
£\xd5 5)xd5 15 cxd5 a6 16 £>c3 S)c4 
17 Axc4 Wh4+ 18 g3 Wxc4 19 Ad4 
and Black, who is a solid pawn down, 
can consider the opening a disaster, 
Muco-Rantanen, Lucerne OL 1982. 

2) 9 Wc2 Ab7 10 Bdl £ixd4 11 
Axd4 d6 12 h4 Wd7 13 &d5 Bac8 14 
Bh3 Bfe8 15 h5 b5 16 hxg6 hxg6 17 
b3 bxc4 18 bxc4 Axd5 19 exd5 e5 20 
dxe6 Bxe6 21 itfl V 2 -V 2 Speelman- 
Cebalo, Taxco IZ 1985. 

3) 9 &xc6 dxc6 10 Wc2 £>g4 11 
Ag5 Wd4 12 Ah4 Wc5 13 h3 £>e5 14 
0-0 g5! (a very interesting pawn sacri¬ 
fice) 15 Axg5 £tf3+ 16 Axf3 Wxg5 
17 Wcl Wg6 18 *hl *h8 19 We3 
Ae5 20 Ae2 Bg8 21 g4 c5 22 f4 Ad4 
23 Wf3 Ab7 24 £>d 5 Wh6 25 g5 Wd6 
26 Badl Axb2 27 e5 Wd7 28 Ad3 e6 
29 Axh7 Bg7 30 Ae4 exd5 and Black 
went on to win in Zso.Polgar-Edel- 
man, Munster 1994. 

4) 9 f4!? (D) has become a very 
popular move and its theory has in¬ 
creased by leaps and bounds. We will 
look at three replies: 

4a) 9...&xd4 (rare) 10 Axd4 Ab7 
11 e5 GteS 12 Af3 Axf3 13 Wxf3 <SM6 
14 exd6 Axd4 15 0-0-0 Axc3 16 
Wxc3 Bc8 seems fine for Black, 
though he later went wrong and lost in 
Zso.Polgar-F.Olafsson, Vienna Women 
vs Veterans 1993. 

4b) 9...Ab7 is logical and popular. 
White can then try: 
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4bl) 10e5&e8 11 &f3 Bb8!? has 
appeared in several games. White has 
a small plus but Black’s chances 
should not be underestimated: 12 
£>xc6 ±x c6 13 0-0 £.xf3 (13...Bc8 14 
b3 e6 15 iLxc6 Bxc6 16 *T3 a6 17 
Badl Wc7 18 &e4 d6 19 exd6 £>xd6 
20£>xd6Bxd621 Bxd6lfxd622Bdl 
'Vtcl 23 Wf2 b5 24 £b6 1^7 25 c5 
±c3 26 Bd6 We4! 27 c6 A.b4 28 Bd4 
Wxc6 29 Bxb4 a5 30 i.xa5 tfcl+ 31 
•fl #e3+ 32 Wf2 V 2 -V 2 Navrotescu- 
Badea, Romanian Ch 1991) 14 Wxf3 
d6 15 Badl 1fc8 16 £>d5 Bb7! 17 
M4 #xc4 18 £>f6+ exf6 19 fcb7 
fxe5 20 fxe5 dxe5 21 A.c3 #c5+ 22 
<±>hl 5)f6! (Black has sufficient com¬ 
pensation for the sacrificed exchange) 
23 h3 a5 24 Bf3 Be8 25 Sdf 1 Be7 26 
#b8+ Be8 27 H>7 Be7 28 tfa8+ Be8 
29 Wb7 Be7 V 2 -V 2 C.Ionescu-Badea, 
Bucharest 1992. 

4b2) 10 JLf3 and now: 

4b2a) 10...Bc8 11 e5 £>e8 12 0-0 
£>a5 13 Jkxb7 £>xb7 14 #e2 (or 14 
Wf3 £>a5 15 b3 d6 16 e6 «te7 17 
exf7+ Bxf7, Vasiesiu-Ceteras, Bucha¬ 
rest 1992, and now Stoica claims that 
18 Badl Wd7 19 $)d5 is ±) 14...d6 
(according to Stoica, better is 14...e6! 


with the idea of 15...d6) 15 e6 f516 b4 
£tf617 ?M5 £>g418 Bad We819 b5 
£ld8 20 5)xa7 Ba8 21 £fo5 £>xe6 22 
Jkxb6 and White is winning, Morten- 
sen-B.Kristensen, Gladsaxe 1983. 

4b2b) We prefer 10...e5 11 £>db5 
exf4 (interesting is ll...£se8!? 12 f5 
a6 13 4M6 £>xd6 14 #xd6 £id4 15 
0-0 Bc8) 12 iLxf4 £le8 13 e5 Wb8 14 
#xd7 £.xe5 15 £.xe5 W\e5+ 16 *fl 
Bb8 17 JLx c6 Wf6+ = 18 iLf3 &xf3 
19 gxf3 #xf3+ 20 *gl We3+ 21 *fl 
#f3+ 22 *gl We3+ V 2 -V 2 Neved- 
nichy-Moldovan, Eforie 1992. 

4c) 9...e5!? (D) is a violent reply 
that attempts to wrest the e5-square 
from White, albeit at the expense of 
various weaknesses along the d-file. 



10 £klb5 and now: 

4cl) The unexplored line 10...£te8 
might be considered: 11 f5 (11 0-0 a6 

12 £)a3 exf4 13 Jil.xf4 iLb7 with the 
idea of ...4)e5 is unclear) ll...a6 12 
£>a3 (after 12 £>d6, 12...£>xd6 13 
Wxd6 £kl4 14 0-0 is good for White, 
so Black does best to reply 12...5M4 

13 &xc8 Bxc814 0-0 5M6 with coun¬ 
terplay) 12...gxf5 13 exf5 5)d4 14 
i.d3 b5! 15 cxb5 d5 16 A.xd4 exd4 17 
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4le2 £kl618 0-0 Wg5 with compensa¬ 
tion for the sacrificed material. 

4c2) 10...exf4 (most natural) 11 
jLxf4 £ie8 12 0-0 and now Black has: 

4c2a) 12...d6 and then: 

4c2al) 13 5)xd6?? JLd4+ wins for 
Black. 

4c2a2) 13 ±xd6 &xd6 14 Wxd6 
iLd4+ 15 *hl Ae5 16 #xd8 Bxd8 
gives Black sufficient compensation 
for the sacrificed pawn. 

4c2a3) 13 *hl i.e5 14 Wd2 a6 15 
£.g5 Wd716 £ia3 £>d417 i.dl (Stoica 
mentions 17 5)d5 5)xe218 Wxe2 'B r g4 

19 Wxg4 i.xg4 20 Sabi f6 21 £>xb6 
Sb8 22 ±e3 Bf7 23 b3 £e2 24 Sfel 
Ad3 25 Sbdl i.xe4 =) 17...£>e6 18 
£h6 S)8g7 19 £lc2 Wd8 20 £>el f5 21 
exf5 Sxf5 22 JLf3Vh4 23 g4 Bf7 24 
Sgl £kl4 25 ±d5 £e6 26 &g5 
l.xd5+ 27 £ixd5 Sf2 28 i.xh4 Sxd2 
29 Bg2 Sxg2 30 *xg2 b5 31 Bel 
5)ge6 V 2 -V 2 Navrotescu-Moldovan, 
Bucharest 1992. 

4c2a4) White’s best is probably 13 
Wd2 a6 14 jLg5!. White would then 
have a small plus, though Black fought 
his way out of the forest in C.Ionescu- 
Moldovan, Bucharest 1994: 14...^7 
15 £>a3 £>d4 16 £>d5! £>xe2+ 17 
Vxe2 #g4 18 Wxg4 £.xg4 19 £kc2 f5 

20 h3 3Lc2 21 Bf2 £d3 22 exf5 i.xb2 
23 Bdl Axf5 24 £>ce3 Ag7 25 £>xf5 
gxf5 26 £>xb6 Ba7 27 £>c8 Bc7 with 
an eventual draw. 

4c2b) 12...Jk.b7 with another divi¬ 
sion: 

4c2bl) 13 £kl6 4)xd6 14 ±xd6 
Be8 15 c5 £>e5 (15...i.d4+!? 16 *hl 
bxc5 17 jkc4 Be6 18 iLxe6 dxe6 19 
Wf3 f5 is good for Black) 16 ±xe5 
iLxe5 17 £c4 Vh4 18 h3 Wg3 19 
Bxf7 #h2+ 20 *f2 1^3+ 21 *fl 


£.a6 22 #d5 i.xc4+ 23 Wxc4 Be6 24 
Bf3 Bf8 25 Bxf8+ <4>xf8 26 £M5 *g7 
gives Black plenty of compensation - 
analysis by Stoica. 

4c2b2) 13'i r d25)e5 14 Badl a6 15 
£kl6 £c616±g5f617 ±e3 £ixd618 
lfxd6 Bb8 19 &d5 *h8 20 £>xf6 (this 
only leads to equality, so White should 
consider 20 iLd4!, when matters are 
not so easy for Black) 20...Bxf6 21 
Bxf6 JLxf6 22 £d4 Wf8! 23 &xe5 
Wxd6 24 ±xd6 Be8 25 e5 £.xe5 V 2 -V 2 
Frey-Rantanen, Lucerne OL 1982. 

9... J.b7 (D) 



10 f3! 

This firm defence of the e4-pawn is 
considered best. Others: 

1) White has also achieved good 
results with 10 5)xc6!?: 

la) 10...dxc6 (this seems not to be 
best) 11 e5 £>d7 (ll...£»e8 12 f4 Wcl 
13 c5 b5 14 a4 b4 15 5)e4 gives White 
a distinct advantage, Kaidanov-B.Kris- 
tensen, Hastings Masters 1990) and 
then: 

lal) White can even try 12 e6 fxe6 
13 J8:g4, when Black should probably 
sacrifice the exchange by 13...Bf5 14 
jbcf5 exf5 with some compensation. 
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la2) 12 f4 is not comfortable for 
Black either: l2...Wc7 13 #c2 Bfe8 
(or 13...e614 Bad 1 f613 £g4Sfe8 16 
Bd6 £>f8 17 exf6 Wxd618 fxg7 *xg7 
19 £se4 Wcl 20 Wc3+ e5 21 fxe5 
BxeS 22 iLd4 Bae8 23 c5 h5 24 £>d6 
1-0 Sunye-Sion, Salamanca 1990) 14 
h4! (14 Badl f6 15 e6 £>f8 16 f5! gxf5 
17 l.h5 £g6 18 iLxg6 hxg6 19 J.f4 
WFc8 20 Bd7 is also terrible for Black, 
Ghitescu-Kouatly, Bagneux 1982) 

14.. .5.8 15 h5 f6? (15...Bad8) 16 hxg6 
hxg6 17 c5! (threatening 18 1 i , b3+) 

17.. .b5 18 #b3+ e6 19 exf6 £xf6 20 
£&4 Wg7 21 f5! Bed8 22 fxe6 Ae7 23 
£d6 &c 8 24 ±g4 We5 25 £f7 We4 26 
£>h6+ 1-0 Wahls-Pigusov, Biel 1989. 

lb) 10....&xc6 11 f3 and now: 

lbl) ll...e6 is the dynamic option: 
12 Wc2 We7 (12...! r b8!?) 13 Badl 
Bac8 14 f4 (14 Bfel d6 15 ±fl Bfd8 
leaves White with only a minimal 
edge: 16 Wf2 £d7 17 i.d4 ±xd4 18 
Bxd4 e5 19 Bd2 a5 20 b3 £c5 21 g3 
Bf8 22 Ah3 Bcd8 23 We3 *g7 24 f4 
exf4 25 gxf4 Bfe8 26 Ag2 f5 27 
Wd4+ *g8 28 Bde2 fxe4 29 £>xe4 
JLxe4 30 iLxe4 €)xe4 31 Bxe4 Wd7 
32 Wd5+ *g7 33 Be6 Bxe6 34 Bxe6 
Be8 = Magem-Hergott, Canada 1993) 

14.. .d6 15 i.f2 with a small advantage 
for White. Here Black blundered with 

15.. .b5?? 16 cxb5 i.xe4 17 Va4 and 
found himself losing material in Fed- 
orowicz-Donaldson, Gausdal 1979. 

Ib2) 11 ...d6 12 ffd2 (D) and here 
Black has the following ideas: 

lb2a) 12...Bc8 13 Bfdl Be8 14 
Bad Wd7 15 £fl H>7 16 Ag5 £07 
17 £05 £c5 18 Bc2 a5 19 b3 Bcd8 20 
Wcl Bd7 21 &hl £&6 22 &e3 £c5 
23 Jk.g5 £e6 24 i.e3 £c5 ‘/ 2 -V 1 
M.Schlosser-Pigusov, Sochi 1989. 



Ib2b) 12...£>d7 13 £ld5 Bc8 14 
Bad £b7 15 b3 £*5 16 Bfdl Be8 17 
-Sfhl £c6 18 i.fl Wd7 19 Wf2 Bed8 
20 Wh4 ± Kindermann- Apicella, Mu¬ 
nich 1992/3. 

Ib2c) 12...ttb8!? 13 Bfdl Bd8 14 
a4 e6 with the idea of ...d5. 

Ib2d) 12...tfd7 13 Bfdl Bad8 14 
a4 e6 15 a5 Wb7 16 axb6 axb6 17 b4 
#b8 18 Ad4 d5 19 cxd5 exd5 20 e5 
£e8 21 We3 £c7 22 65 £a8 23 Axb6 
Bde8 24 f4 f6 25 Ba7 Bf7 26 Jixc7 and 
White is winning, Chekhov-Martin, 
Barcelona 1984. 

No clear route to equality has been 
found against 10 £xc6, but Black’s 
game is solid, and plans based on ...e6 
with ...d5 to follow deserve further 
study. 

Other tenth moves that deserve 
some consideration are: 

2) 10 f4!? should be compared to 
the more accurate 9 f4. Advancing the 
f-pawn on move 10 gives Black op¬ 
tions that he did not have earlier. Now 
Black has tried several moves: 

2a) 10...e5 11 £>db5 exf4 (and not 

ll...£>e8?! 12 f5 Bc8 13 £d5 f6?? 14 
£lxa7 £xa7 15 iLxb6 when Black is 
losing, Badea-Ceteras, Romanian Ch 
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1994) 12 A.xf4 £le8 13 #<12 (13 £>d6 
£kxd6 14 iLxd6 Be8 15 c5 is also pos¬ 
sible) 13...€)e5!? is unclear according 
to Stoica: 14 £kl5 JLxd5 15 #xd5 (15 
exd5 a6 16 £>d4 £>d6 17 Bad Be8 

18 i.h6 f5 19 Axg7 <4>xg7 20 b3 #f6 
21 Bcdl, Badea-Moldovan, Romania 
1994, 21...h5 is all right for Black) 
15...£>c7 16 #d6 (16 *hxc7 #xc7 17 
Sadi) 16...£>xb5 17 cxb5 Wf6! =. 

2b) 10...flc8 led to an unenviable 
position after 11 e5 £le8 12 5)cb5 
£>xd4 13 i.xd4 Ba8 14 #d3 £>c7 15 
f5 £lxb5 16 cxb5 Bc8 17 f6 £h8 18 
£.g4 Bc7 19 Sael in Murray-Barbeau, 
Montreal 1981. 

2c) 10...5)xd4 11 Jlxd4 d6 12 #d3! 
£ld7 13 &.xgl &xg7 14 Uadi is good 
for White. 

2d) 10...d6 11 ficl (11£>xc6 .&xc6 

12 ±f3 #c7 13 #e2 #b7 14 Jkf2 
Bac8 15 &h4 *h8 16 Sadi £>g8 17 

3)d5 ± Korchnoi-Stoliar, USSR Ch 
(Moscow) 1957) ll...Bc8 (Black can 
equalize with ll...£)xd4 12 .&xd4 e5! 

13 fxe5 £>xe4) 12 b3 £>d7 13 ±f3 £>c5 

14 #d2?! £*xd4 15 i.xd4 A.xd4+ 16 
#xd4 e5 17 #d2 exf4 18 Scdl #g5 

19 £te2 J.xe4 20 #xf4 #xf4 21 £>xf4 
Bcd8 and Black eventually won in 
Wallace-Silman, Phoenix 1990. 

3) 10 &b3 d6 11 Bel Bc8 12 f3 
13 £>d5 e6 14 £>xf6+ Axf6 15 

Bc2 Aa6 16 #cl d5 17 i.h6 Be8 18 
f4 £>xc4 19 e5 Ae7 20 <±>hl b5 21 Bf3 
#b6 22 Ad3 d4 23 Wbl £te3 24 Be2 
£)f5 25 $Lg5 Jfe.b7 and Black went on 
to win in Hertneck-Hickl, Munich 
1988. 

4) 10 £ic2 Bc8 11 f3 £>e8 12 #d2 
f5! 13 £h6 Axh6 14 #xh6 £>e5 15 
exf5 gxf516 Bfel Bc617 #e3 Be618 
£>d5 f4 (18...&xc4? 19 #g5+ Bg6 20 


£>xe7+) 19 #b3 Bh6 20 JLd3 d6 21 
JLe4, Wegner-Raaste, Beilin 1990, and 
now Wegner claims that Black could 
get a very strong attack with 21...e6 22 
&xf4 Bxf4 23 Axb7 #h4 24 h3 #g3. 

What makes 9...iLb7 so popular on 
the open tournament circuit is the ex¬ 
istence of some nice traps. Even ex¬ 
tremely strong GMs have been known 
to fall into these pitfalls: 

5) 10 #d2? £>xd4 11 Axd4 e5! 
(Black has got a lot of mileage out of 
this little trick) 12 jLxe5 £lxe4 13 
£)xe4 (two ways for White to lose 
quickly are 13 #f4? Jlxe5 14 #xe5 
Be8 and 13 #d4? £>xc3 14 #xc3 
Axe5 {14...#g5 also does the job} 15 
#xe5 Be8) 13..Jk.xe5 (D) and now 
White has: 



5a) 14 £}g3 #f6 followed by ...h5 

T. 

5b) 14 £f3? fails to 14...^.xe4 15 
Jkxe4 Axh2+ 16 *xh2 #h4+ 17 *gl 
1 i , xe4. 

5c) 14 &d6 iLc6 (also good is 
14...i.xd6 15 #xd6 #g5 16 g3? {16 
f3! is probably about equal} 16...Bae8 
17 Bfel Be6! 18 #c7? JLc 6 19 i.fl 
#d2! ? Femandez-Hemandez, Spain 
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1976) 15 Sadi «fe7 16 Bfel? (16 Ag4 
Axd6 17 «fxd6 #e4 18 Ah3 #xc4 19 
b3 Wc2 20 Bd2 Wc3 21 Bd3 #a5 22 
a4 Bad8 23 Sal Bfe8 24 Bddl #c3 25 
#g3 Wxg3 26 hxg3 Be4 led to a win 
for Black in Eriksson-Rogers, Malmo 
1993) 16...#f6! 17 b3 Ac3 18 Wd3 
Axel 19 Bxel We5! and Black won 
on the 56th move in Eingorn-Rogers, 
London Lloyds Bank 1989. 

5d) 14 £k:3 Be8 (D) (Black’s pow¬ 
erful dark-squared bishop gives him 
an edge) and now: 



5dl) 15 Bael?! Bc8 (15...1T6 is 
also very good, when Tal-R.Heman- 
dez. Las Palmas 1977 was a complete 
disaster for White: 16 #xd7 Be7 17 
Wd2 Bae8 18 £>d5? {18 Ad3 is bet¬ 
ter} 18...Axd5 19 cxd5 »f4 20 #xf4 
Axf4 21 d6 Bxe2 0-1) 16 fod5 (16 f4 
Axc3 17 «fxc3 b5 T) 16...Axd5! 17 
cxd5 Wc7 (17...Vf6!?) 18 Aa6! (bet¬ 
ter than either 18 g3 #c2 T or 18 f4 
Wc5+ 19 *hl Ad4 T) 18...Bb8 (after 

18...Axh2+ 19 *hl Af4, 20 d6 Wc4 
21 Axc4 Axd2 22 Be7 Bxe7 23 dxe7 
Ab4 is winning for Black but White 
can improve with 20 Axc8 Axd2 21 
Bxe8+ sfcg7 22 Bdl, with an unclear 


position according to Zsu.Polgar) 19 
f4 Af6 20 a4 #c5+ 21 *hl h5! 22 
Ab5 (22 f5 is answered by 22...g5 23 
Ae2 h4) 22...#d6 23 Be2 Bbc8! 24 
g3?! (weakening his king position; 
however, 24 Bfel Bxe2 25 Axe2 {25 
Bxe2? Wxd5!} 25...Be8 is also good 
for Black) 24...*g7 25 Bfel Bxe2 26 
Bxe2? (he had to try 26 Axe2 Be8 T) 

26.. .Bc5! 27 Be3 Bxd5 and Black se¬ 
cured the win on the 43rd move in 
Sion-Zsu.Polgar, Salamanca 1989. 

5d2) The ‘active’ 15 £kl5? led to 
an advantage for Black in Atalik-Pan- 
czyk, Graz 1981 after 15...Axd5 16 
cxd5 Vtf6\ t when the dual threat of 

17.. .Axb2 and 17...Axh2+ 18 *xh2 
#e5+ forced White to shed a pawn. 

5d3) 15 Bad (this could be best) 

15.. .Wf6 16 Bc2 Bac8 17 Bdl with a 
tough fight in store, Geller-Bellon, 
Las Palmas 1976. 

6) 10 Bel? (another natural move 
that walks right into a hammer-blow!) 

10.. .£ixd4 11 Axd4 Ah6! (naturally 

11.. .£>xe4?? 12 Axg7 *xg7 13 £>xe4 
Axe4 14 #d4+ must be avoided) and 
now White loses material: 

6a) In Kruszynski-R.Hemandez, 
Polanica Zdroj 1983, White tried 12 f4 
£>xe4 13 &xe4 Axe4 14 Ac3 #c7 15 
#d2 e5 16 Bcdl Axf417 Wxd7 «xd7 
18 Sxd7 Bfd8 19 Bfdl Ae3+ and he 
somehow managed to hang on and 
draw in 31 moves. 

6b) 12 Bc2 £lxe4 13 Af3 £>xc3 14 
Bxc3 Axf3 15 #xf3 Bc8 and White 
is without any compensation for his 
pawn as Bellon (who has certainly got 
good mileage out of these traps!) dem¬ 
onstrated vs Smejkal at Palma de Ma¬ 
llorca 1972 and Tseshkovsky at Las 
Palmas 1976. 



Maroczy Bind: The tricky ...b6 systems 


219 


6c) Rather than submit to this mis¬ 
ery, White decided to sacrifice the 
exchange in Lichtenstein-Petursson, 
Stockholm Rilton Cup 1980: 12 Ad3 
Axel 13 Wxcl d6 14 f3 £kl7 15 Vth6 
f6 16 h4 £ie5 17 Ac2 Hc8 18 Axe5 
dxe5 and though White does not have 
enough compensation he somehow 
managed to win in the end! 

6d) White tried 12 Af3 in ToSid- 
Karlsson, NiS 1981, but Black eventu¬ 
ally managed to consolidate and win 
after 12...Axel 13 Wxcl d6 14 Adi 
£te8 15 Wh6 e6 16 2d3 #e 7 17 Ag4 
e5 18 Ae3 Hd819 &d5 Axd5 20 cxd5 
£>f6 21 Af3 £kl7 22 h4 f6 23 b4 2c8 
24 Ag4 Hc7 25 Ad2 Wg7 26 Ae6+ 
*h8 27 We3 f5 28 exf5 gxf5 29 Wh3 
f4 30 h5 e4 31 Ac3 £>e5 32 h6 Wf6 33 
2d4 e3 34 Ael flcl 35 *fl f3 0-1. 

Returning to the position after 10 
f3! (D), Black has seven choices: 



A: 

10...e6?! 

219 

B: 

10...d6 

222 

C: 

10...&c8 

223 

D: 

10...£lh5 

226 

E: 

10...£k8 

229 

F: 

10...£$xd4 

229 

G: 

10...Wb8 

230 


A) 

10...e6?l 

Black hopes to solve all his prob¬ 
lems with ...d7-d5. This had a good 
reputation for a while, was considered 
to be completely refuted in the mid- 
1980s, flared up again in the early to 
mid-1990s, and is once again under a 
cloud. 

White now has two counters that 
are highly thought of: 

Al: 11 Wd2 219 

A2: ll£tdb5 221 

Though 11 Wd2 and 11 £>db5 are 
almost always played, other moves 
should not be ignored. Two promising 
alternatives are: 

1) 11 Hcl &xd4 (ll...d5? fails 

badly: 12 5ixc6 ^.xc6 13 cxd5 {also 
tasty is 13 e5 £k!7 14 cxd5 exd5 15 f4 
f6 16 &c5 17 b4 and White is 

winning, Tukmakov-Zeli6, Portoroi 
1995} 13...exd5 14e5«fe7 15f4Had8 

16 £d4 ± Varga-Szalanczy, Budapest 
1993) 12 £xd4 M6 (12...d5 13 cxd5 
exd5 14 e5 5ie8 15 fofo5 ± Dorfman- 
Bellon, Logroiio 1991) 13 Hc2 £ie8 14 
Hel d6 15 £fl the! 16 Ae3 Jkxe3+ 

17 Hxe3 Wg5 18 Hd3 with the better 
game for White, Polugaevsky-Bellon, 
Logroiio 1991. 

2) ll^xc6Axc612«rb3(12#d2 
d5 13 cxd5 transposes into 11 Wd2 
lines) 12...d5? (too early) 13 Hadl We7 
14 e5 5M7 15 cxd5 exd5 16 f4 $Sf6 17 
&d4 £ie8 18 £>xd5 is winning for 
White, Illescas-Bellon, Linares 1991. 

Al) 

UVd2d5 
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This is the move that Black would 
like to play, but it doesn’t seem to work. 
Recently, Bellon switched to the more 
sedate 11. .Mel and managed to get 
reasonable results: 12 Bfel Sfd8 13 
£fl £>xd4 14 i.xd4 £ie8 15 Af2 (15 
iLxg7 *xg7 16 *hl d6 17 Had £c7 
18«e3e5195M5 £>xd5 20 cxd5 Bdc8 

21 i.b5 Bc5 22 iu4 V 2 -V 2 Wojtkie- 
wicz-Bellon, Iraklion 1993) 15...(2)c7 
16 fladl d6 17 a4 (Nunn claims an 
edge for White) 17...i.c6 18 Sal Bab8 
19 a5 bxa5 20 Bxa5 a6 21 Seal Sb3 

22 Sla2 Sdb8 23 £ldl Ae5 and Black 
was all right in Panno-Bellon, Buenos 
Aires 1994. 

12 &xc6 Jbtc613 cxd5 exd514 e5 
£>d7 15 f4 (D) 



This position has been tested in sev¬ 
eral games, with Black getting uni¬ 
formly miserable results. 

15...£>c5 

Other tries have not fared any bet¬ 
ter: 

1) 15...f6? 16 Ab5! (Chiburdanidze 
cl aims that 16 e6 is also good) 16...iLb7 
(also horrible is 16.. JLxb5 17 Wxd5+ 
*h8 18 Wxb5\ fxe5 19 Sadi) 17 e6 
Zhe5 18 f5 a6 19 ±xc5 bxc5 20 Ml 


Wa5 21 Wd3 d4 22 £la4 Sad8 23 *fc4 
$118 1-0 Chiburdanidze-Pinal, Ha¬ 
vana 1985. 

2) 15...g5 16 £>xd5 £lxe5 17 Sadi 
gxf4 18 Jkxf4 £)g6 19 iLc4 #114 20 
iLb3 i.xd5 21 i.xd5 Sac8 22 iLd6 
Sfd8 23 ±g3 Wei 24 £xfl+ *h8 25 
ild6 and Black went down in flames 
in Panchenko-Telman, USSR Cht 
(Naberezhnye Chelny) 1988. 

16 Sadi! 

Best. White can also get a small ad¬ 
vantage with 16 JLxc5 bxc5 17 jLf3 f6 
18 e6! f5 19 £>xd5 M4+ 20 *hl but 
20...«ti6! (but not 20...±xd5?? 21 el 
Wxel 22 &xd5+ and White wins the 
exchange) keeps things under control: 
21 &e7+ Wxel 22 JLxc6 Sab8 23 
Sael Bxb2 24 Wa5 Efb8 25 i.d5 *g7 
26 Wa6 Sd8 27 4.b3 i.f6 28 Bdl 
Bbd2 29 Bxd2 Sxd2 30 Wc6 Wd6 31 
Wxdd Bxd6 with a draw resulting on 
the 44th move in Anka-Dekker, Bala- 
tonbereny 1993. 

16...16 

Another failed attempt at holding 
Black’s position together is 16...€)e4 
17 5)xe4 dxe4: 

1) 18 Wxd8 Sfxd8 19 Bxd8+ Exd8 
20 Bel iLe8 21 Bc7 Af8 22 Sxa7 and 
Black finds himself suffering, Jansa- 
Velimirovid, Bor 1985. 

2) Kuporosov claims that it’s even 
better to continue 18 Wd6! Jkb7 19 
jkc4 ±. 

3) Another possibility is 18 Wc2 
Wc8 19 Bd4 Sc8 20 Bel £b7 21 Bc4 
g5 22 Bxc8 Wxc8 23 Wa4, when the 
complications favour White. Dgebu- 
adze-Znamenaiek, Pardubice 1993 
continued 23...Wf5 24 fxg5 Wxe5 25 
Bc2 Ad5 26 Wxal Ba8 27 Wxb6 
±xa2 28 Bd2 #e8 29 Ab5 Wc8 30 



Maroczy Bind: The tricky ...b6 systems 


221 


Wc6 Abl 31 b4 Ac3 32 Bdl and 
White won on the 43rd move. 

17£>xd5fxe518Ac4&h819fxe5 
Sxfl+ 

Even worse is 19...iLxe5? 20 Jk.d4 
Wd6 21 iLxe5+ #xe5 22 flfel ^e4 23 
Bxe4! 1-0 Kuporosov-Yakovich, USSR 

1984. 

20 Sxfl 

± Kuporosov-Malishauskas, USSR 

1985. The continuation left no doubt 
about White’s superiority: 20...1^4 21 
Bf4 Wh5 22 £>e7 i.b7 23 b4 was £>e4 
24 Wd7 Sb8 25 4)c8! Sxc8 26 #xb7 
Sd8 27 Wxe4 Axe5 28 Ae2 1-0. 


A2) 

11 £>db5 (D) 



This has been highly regarded for 
many years, but now we are not so 
confident about the move’s true worth. 

Il...d5 

The logical follow-up. 11...4k8 12 
Wd2 a6 13 ^a3 leaves Black with a 
very unattractive position. 

12 cxd5 exd5 13 exd5 5)e7 

A much sterner test of White’s 11 
&db5 is 13...£lb4 14 d6 £)fd5, when 


Black’s active pieces aren’t easy to 
contain: 

1) 15 JLf2 a6 (an even better move 
is lS-.WgS! 16 £lxd5 &xd5 17 &c7 
£te3 18 iLxe3 Wxe3+ 19 ^hl Bad8 T 
Bramkamp-Znamena£ek, Dortmund 
1990) 16 the! £>xc7 17 £xb6 £.e5 18 
dxc7 #h4 19 f4 Axf4 20 Sxf4 *xf4 
21 a3 Wf6 22 Af2 £kc6 23 Af3 Sac8 
24 Ag3 £>e7 25 Wd6 W\d6 26 A.xd6 
jLxf3 27 gxf3 V2-V2 Ivkov-Martin Gon¬ 
zalez, Malaga 1981. 

2) 15 £>xd5 £lxd5 16 Ad4 i.h6! 
(much stronger than 16...a6 17 iLxg7 
*xg7 18 ±c4! ±) 17 ±c4 £e3 18 
±xe3 jLxe3+ 19 0>hl Wh4 20 g4 ±f4 

21 We2 a6 and Black is in complete 
control, Kamyshov-Simagin, USSR 
Ch (Moscow) 1947. 

14 d6 £)f5? 

14.. .£)ed5! is a much better try. 

15£i2&e816d7 

White also seems to get some ad¬ 
vantage with 16 Wb3. Svenn-Woller, 
Dortmund 1981 continued 16...&fxd6 
17 Sadi Wf6 18 £kl5 JLxd5 19 WxdS 
£>xb5 20 #xa8 £ksc7 21 #b7 Wxb2 

22 Jic4 Wb4 23 Ab3 and Black did 
not have enough compensation for the 
lost material. 

16.. .£)f6 17 g4! £te718 £h4! 

The discovery of White’s last two 

moves placed Black’s whole system 
under a cloud. 

18.. .a6 

The logical alternative is 18...h6 19 
Wd6 g5 but after 20 Ag3 &xd7 21 
Sadi &c5 22 iLc4 Black finds himself 
at a loss for a good move. 

19 Wd6 axb5 20 i.xf6 Jbrf6 21 
Ifxffib4 22&e4 

Another option is 22 €)b5 Wxd7 

23 Wxb6 £k!5 24 Vd4 We7 25 Ac4 
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We3+ 26 Bf2 WgS 27 £>d6 and Black 
is suffering horribly, B.Thipsay-Tsifan- 
skaya, Erevan worn OL 1996. 

22...'tt r xd7 

Black is also in bad shape after 

22.. .£ld5 23 Wd4 Wxd7 24 i.c4 or 

22.. .1Lxe4 23 fxe4 Wxd7 24 Sadi We6 
25 Wxe6 fxe6 26 £c4. 

23 Bfdl We6 24 Sd6! Wxf6 25 
£ixf6+ *g7 26 Sxb6 ±c6 27 £>e4 
Sfb8 28 Bxb8 Sxb8 29 ±c4 

White won in 49 moves in Am.Rod- 
riguez-Pinal, Sagua la Grande 1984. 


B) 

10...d6 (D) 



A solid move that used to be Black’s 
most popular choice. However, its pas¬ 
sive nature should allow White to re¬ 
tain a slight advantage without too 
much trouble. 

HWd2l r d7 

Also seen is 11...5)xd4 12 iLxd4 
£>d7: 

1) 13 Jixgl (since Black’s queen 
can’t get to b6 or a5, this seems very 
logical) 13...*xg7 14 f4 (alternatives 
are 14 b4!? and 14 &d5 *g8 15 Sadi 


a5 16 f4 Bc8 17 £>c3 ±) 14...Bc8 15 
Sadi £)f6 16 e5 dxe5 17 fxe5 £\g8 18 
We3 ± Cvetkovid-Cebalo, Yugoslavia 
1985. 

2) Naturally 13 Jke3 is also possi¬ 
ble. Sax-Cebalo, Rome 1985 contin¬ 
ued 13...a5 14 Bad £ic5 15 Wei Wd7 

16 b3 «S?h8 17 Wd2 ±c6 18 Bbl *g8 

19 a3 Bfb8 20 b4 axb4 21 axb4 £ia4 
22 £>xa4 Bxa4 23 b5 i.a8 24 c5 bxc5 
25 ±xc5 We6 26 &f2 Ba2 27 We3 d5 
and Black stood well. 

12 Bfdl 

This natural and solid move should 
bring White some advantage. How¬ 
ever, White has also tried several other 
moves: 

1) 12 Badl Bad8 13 Bfel £le8 14 
£fl Wc8 15 £id5 Bd716 £lxc6 £xc6 

17 £g5 Wb7 18 b4 and White stands 
better, Tukmakov-Bellon, Madrid 1973. 

2) 12 €Mb5 Bfc8 13 Bad a6 14 
£>a3 Wd8 15 Bfdl Bab8 16 f4 i.a8 17 
&f3 We8 18 We2 Af8 19 SM5 £>d7 

20 JLO e6 21 5)e3 We7 with equality, 
Portisch-Garcia Gonzalez, Lucerne OL 
1982. 

3) 12£>d5£>xd513cxd5£>xd414 
,&xd4 Wa4. The exchange of pieces 
has allowed Black to equalize. 

4) 12 Bfel Bfd8 13 £fl £se8 14 
€)xc6 £xc6 15 iLg5 Bac8 16 Bad 
Wb7 17 b4 f6 18 Ae3 £>c7 19 Wf2 
Ae8 20 Bedl £>a6 21 a3 i.f7 22 &d5 
e6 23 £>c3 £k7 24 Bc2 Af8 25 Bcd2 
JLe7 26 f4 d5 and Csom-Bellon, Indo¬ 
nesia 1982 was eventually drawn. 

5) 12 a4! (a strong plan whose aim 
is to create weaknesses in Black’s 
queenside) 12...e6 13 Bfdl Bfd8 14 
4)xc6 Wxc6?! (14..JLxc6 is better but 
Black would still experience difficul¬ 
ties) 15 a5 bxa5 16 5)b5 a6 17 4)xd6 
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foe8 18 c5 Bd7 19 #xa5 £xb2 20 
Sabi &xd6 21 Bxd6 Bxd6 22 cxd6 
i.f6 23 «c7! 1-0 Gheorghiu-Bellon, 
Las Palmas 1976. 

12...Sfd8 

Or 12...&e8 13 f4?! fof6 14 JLf3 
Sad8 15 e5? £ixd4 16 i.xd4 dxe5 17 
fxe5 ±xf3 18 gxf3 (18 exf6 A.xf6! 
wins for Black) 18...£ih5 19 We3 #f5! 
20 £*.2 Sd7 21 &g3 foxg3 22 hxg3 
Sfd8 23 f4 e6! 24 Bd2 £f8, Browne- 
Bellon, Madrid 1973. This led to a bad 
result for White but he played poorly 
and improvements are easy to find. 

13 £.fl £ixd4 14 £xd4 e615 a4! 

Ciocaltea-Forintos, Titograd 1982. 
White’s play on the queenside gives 
him the advantage. The continuation 
was l5..Mc7 16 a5 bxa5 17 fob5 »e7 
18 Wxa5 Sd7 19 Wa3 £>e8 20 i.xg7 
4>xg7 21 We3 a5? (better was 21...a6 
though after 22 foc3 followed by fo&4 
and b4 White obviously has an edge) 
22 Wc3+ e5 23 Sxa5 #d8 24 Sxa8 
Jk.xa8 25 c5 and Black was lost. 


C) 

10...Bc8 (D) 



This move has enjoyed rather good 
results. Black avoids playing ...d6 and 
instead keeps his options open for an 
...f5 or ...d5 break. 

11 #d2! (D) 

By covering the cl-h6 diagonal 
White puts an end to Black’s tactical 
possibilities based on a later ...£)xd4 
followed by...Jkh6. Other moves have 
not proved troublesome for Black: 

1) 11 foxcb i.xc6 12 1fb3 e6 13 
Sadi Wc7 14 £>b5 jLxb5 15 Wxb5 
Sfd8 16 Sd2? d5 ? Mokry-Kristen- 
sen, Belgrade 1985. 

2) 11 Sc 1 £)xd4 (taking his chance 
to mix it up; the passive 11 ...€)e8 12 f4 
£>xd4 13 iLxd4 $M6 14 Jixgl 4 > xg7 
15 Wd4+ *g8 16 *hd5 Axd5 17 cxd5 
Bc7 18g4Wc8 19 We3 fob7 20f5 was 
better for White in Rigo-H.Waller, Vi¬ 
enna 1986) 12 i.xd4 Ah6! 13 Sc2 
fob5 14 g3 (both 14 £.d3 £>f4 15 fod5 
foe6 16 Ac3 a6 17 4>hl $Lg7 V 2 -V 2 
Skembris-Karlsson, Vmjadka Banja 
1981, and 14 b3 Sc6 15 g3 f5 16 exf5 
gxf5 17 f4 5)xf4 18 Sxf4 ±xf4 19 
gxf4 Bg6+ 20 *fl Wc7 21 Wd2 e6 22 
We3 #c6 23 *el d6 24 4>d2 Wg2 25 
Wf2 e5 26 Wxg2 Bxg2, which led to a 
victory for Black in A.Kova5evi6- 
V.Georgiev, Varna 1994, are quite 
harmless) 14...£»g7 15 f4 f5 16 Bd2 
Jlc6 17 e5 fo&6 18 h4 (an earlier game 
continued 18 Jke3 but Black got active 
play by 18...g5! 19 i.f3 We8 20 jLh5 
Wd8 21 Af3 We8 22 J.h5 Wd8 23 
£>b5 gxf4 24 gxf4 <4>h8! 25 Bff2? 
Bg8+ 26 *fl Bg7! 27 fox&7 Wg8 28 
*e2 5)xf4+! 29 £xf4 «fxc4+ 30 Bd3 
i.xf4 31 fox c6 #e4+ 32 *fl Scg8! 
and won easily in Browne-J.Benja- 
min, Lone Pine 1980) 18...5)xd4 19 
Bxd4 i.g7 20 Wb3 4>h8 21 Bd2 «fc7 
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(Pytel has recommended 21...d6 22 
Bfdl We8) 22 Bfdl, Sznapik-Pytel, 
Polanica Zdroj 1982, and now 22...d6! 
23 exd6 exd6 24 Bxd6 Bcd8! 25 Bxd8 
Sxd8 26 Bxd8+ Wxd8 27 Wdl We7 
gives Black an edge because of the in¬ 
secure position of the white king. 

White’s 11 Wd2! avoids all this 
nonsense. 



ll...Se8 

Since 11 Wd2 has reduced Black’s 
possibilities for active play, he will 
find that it’s not easy to come up with 
a plan. 1 l...Be8 is Karlsson’s favour¬ 
ite move, guarding the e7-pawn in an¬ 
ticipation of an eventual &d5. Other 
ideas for Black are worth looking into: 

1) ll...£te8!? (trying to recycle the 
king’s knight in anticipation of an early 
...f7-f5 advance; however, even if 
Black’s pieces find their hoped-for ac¬ 
tivity, the newly created weaknesses 
in the centre {after ...f7-f5} and the 
loose nature of Black’s king should 
give White good chances) 12 Bfdl 
£id6 13 b3 f5 14 exf5 gxf5 15 Gxc6 
i.xc6 16 Sacl *h8 17 £>d5 Bg8 18 
&g5 JLxd5 19 Wxd5 Wf8 20 Af4 Bc5 
21 Wd2 Jke5 22 i.xe5+ Bxe5 23 f4 


Wa8 24 Afl Be6 25 b4 ± Liang-Qi, 
China 1981. 

2) ll...d6 (basically the same thing 
as 10...d6, which was discussed as 
Variation B) 12 Bfdl (or 12 £>xc6 
iLxc6 13 a4 a5 14 jfi.d3 Gtfl 15 Ac2 
£>c5 16 fiadl iLd7 17 i.h6 Axh6 18 
Wxh6 f619 h3 Bf7 20 b3 Wf8 21 Wh4 
f5 22 exf5 gxf5 23 &d5 Bb8 24 Wg3+ 
V 2 -V 2 de Firmian-Benjamin, USA Ch 
(Estes Park) 1985) U...G&1 (12...Wd7 

13 5)xc6 Jk.xc6 14 a4! ± Adamski- 
Dizdar, Rzeszow 1979) 13 GxcO .fi.xc6 

14 b4 Jfib7 15 Bad Ge5 16 Gb5 a6 
17 £ld4 Bc7 18 &b3 Wc8 19 Axb6 
Gxc4 20 jfi.xc4 Bxc4 21 Ga5 Bxcl 22 
Bxcl Wb8 23 iLd4 .fi.xd4+ 24 Wxd4 
Bc8 25 Bc4 Bxc4 26 &xc4 Ac6 27 a3 
Wb5 and Black was able to hold on for 
an eventual draw in Vilela-Velez, Ha¬ 
vana 1985. 

3) 1 l...£)h5!? (a preview of lines 
to be found in Variation D, 10...€)h5) 
and now: 

3a) 12 Bad?! £lf4! is fine for 
Black. 

3b) 12 €)db5 is interesting: l2...Ge5 
13 c5 (13 g4!? £>f614 b3 ±) 13...a614 
Gal Bxc5! 15 i.xc5 bxc5 16 f4 Jih6 
17 Axh5 gxh5 18 Wf2 Gg6 with com¬ 
pensation for the sacrificed exchange. 
Ghinda-M.Pavlov, Romanian Ch 1988 
continued 19 f5 Ge5 20 f6 exf6 21 
Wxc5 4>h8 22 *hl Bg8 23 h3 Bg6 24 
£>d5 Af8 25 Wd4 Wb8 26 Bxf6 jLg7 
27 Bxg6 hxg6 28 ttf2 Wd6 29 Bdl 
*h7 30 b3 We6 31 b4 £>c4! ?. 

3c) 12 Bfdl Gc5 (this move, try¬ 
ing to take the initiative, is a big fa¬ 
vourite of American IM T.Taylor; the 
quiet 12...$)f4 leads to a different type 
of game: 13 .fi.fl Ge6 14 4)cb5 5)exd4 

15 £>xd4 £>xd4 16 Axd4 A.xd4+ 17 
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Wxd4 d6 18 e5 dxe5 19 Wxe5 Wc7 20 
#xc7 Bxc7 2lBd2±c8 22 Sadi <4>g7 
23 b3 Ae6 24 *f2 g5 V 2 -V 2 Tatai- 
Makropoulos, Budva 1981) 13 b3 f5 
14 exf5 gxf5 (D) and now: 



3cl) 15Wc2We816£>xf5£)xf3+ 
17 £xf3 ±xf3 18 £lxg7 Axdl 19 
£)xe8 JLxc2 was winning for Black in 
Kreiman-T.Taylor, Philadelphia 1992. 

3c2) 15 a4 We8 16 a5 Wg6 17 
5icb5 a6 18 5)c3 e6 19 axb6 d?h8 20 
c5 f4 21 JLf2 Sg8 22 c6 ±f6 23 JLfl 
£xc6 24 £>e4 £>xf3+ 25 £>xf3 ±xe4 
led to a quick victory for Black in 
Chow-T.Taylor, Chicago 1992. 

3c3) 15 f4 £tg4 16 £txf5 &xe3 17 
£>xg7 £>xdl 18 £lxh5 £lxc3 19 Wxc3 
Sf7 left Black with an extra exchange in 
S.Mayer-T.Taylor, Philadelphia 1992. 

3c4) 15 £kl5 and now: 

3c4a) 15...We8 16 £lb5? (Georgiev 
gives 16 f4! Jk.xd5 17 cxd5 5)g4 18 
5)xf5! iLxal 19 Axg4 £if6 {19...iLf6 
20 d6! ±} 20 £>h6+ *g7 21 Sxal 
*xh6 22 f5+ *g7 23 ±h6+ *h8 24 
iLxf8 as winning for White) 16...Bc6 
17 f4? (17 £>xa7 Bg6 18 £>b5 *h8 
19 Ag5! ± - analysis by Georgiev) 
17...£>g4 18 J&.d4 Bg6 19 h3?! (19 


£xg7 Bxg7 20 £f3 *h8 21 Wd4! is ± 
according to Georgiev) 19...5)gf6 20 
JaLf3 Axd5! 21 cxd5 ±h6! 22 Axf6?? 
£ixf4 23 Wei Sfxf6 and Black won in 
Ki.Georgiev-B.Kristensen, Saint John 
II1988. 

3c4b) An interesting attempt at im¬ 
provement is 15...iLxd5!? 16 cxd5 f4 

17 Af2 We8 18 Ad3? (Nunn gives 18 
d6, when both 18...exd6 19 £tb5 Wg6 
20 Bad and 18...e6 19 *hb5 Wg6 20 
Bad are, according to the Doctor, 
good for White) 18...£>xd3 19 Wxd3 
wg6 20 Wxg6 hxg6 21 Bad Bxcl 22 
Bxcl Jtxd4 23 Jkxd4 Bf5 led to a win 
for Black in Sherzer-Edelman, New 
York 1993. 

4) ll...e6?! 12 Bfdl (Matulovid 
recommends 12 5)db5 5)e8 13 Bfdl 
±) 12...£>e5 13 b3 d5 14 f4! £>c6 15 
£lxc6 JLxc 6 16 e5 5)e4 17 £ixe4 dxe4 

18 Wxd8 Bfxd8 19 Bxd8+ Bxd8 20 
Bdl Bxdl+ 21 iLxdl ± Matulovid- 
Knefcevid, Yugoslavia 1996. 

Returning to the position after 
ll...Be8 (D): 



12 £tfb5 

Other moves: 

1) 12 Bad Wc7 and now: 
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la) 13 £)d5 1T>8 14 £>b3 d6 15 
Bfdl £kl7 16 £td4 e6 17 £)xc6 i.xc6 
18 £>b4 £f8 19 £)xc6 Bxc6 20 b3 
V 2 -V 2 Jansa-Karlsson, VmjaCka Banja 
1981. 

lb) 13 b4 £>h5 14 £>xc6 i.xc6 15 
£>d5 Wb8 16 f4 £>f6 17 JLf3 d6 18 
jLd4 b5 19 e5 £>xd5 20 cxd5 £.d7 21 
We3 ±Nunn-Karlsson, Helsinki 1981. 

lc) 13 £>db5 1tfb8 14 £>d5 d6 15 
ilh6 AhS 16 b3 £ld7 17 Bfdl a6 18 
£>bc3 e6 19 £>e3 £kI4 20 Afl £k;5 21 
Wxd4 &xf3+ 22 gxf3 £xd4 23 Bxd4 
was winning for White in Serper- 
Tumurhuyag, Bishkek Z 1993. 

2) 12 Bfdl Wc7 13 Bad #b8 (or 

13...d614 £id5 Wb815 £lxc6 i.xc616 
jLg5 £>xd5 17 cxd5 ± Gufeld-Pinal, 
Havana 1985) and now: 

2a) 14 £>c2 d6 15 £>d4 Bcd8 16 
&xc6 $Lxc6 17 b4<SM7 18 a3 £>f8 19 
Wa2 h6 20 i.fl GWl 21 fob5 Bc8 22 
a4 a6 23 5M4 ±b7 24 &b3 i.a8 25 a5 
bxa5 26 Wxa5 *he5 27 <SM4 £>c6 28 
5)xc6 Bxc6 29 b5 axb5 30 cxb5 Bxcl 

31 Bxcl Bc8 32 Wa7 ± A.Maitm-Haik, 
Manchester 1981. Black has managed 
to transpose from a passive, miserable 
middlegame into a passive, miserable 
endgame. 

2b) 14 b3 £>h5 15 Afl i.e5 16 g3 
Ag717 Ag2 £yfi6 18 *T2 h5 (18...d619 
5)xc6 V 2 -V 2 Adoijan-Karlsson, Thes¬ 
saloniki OL 1983) 19 £lde2 £>e5 20 
h3 d6 21 £>d4 £»ed7 22 g4 a6 23 g5 
&h7 24 h4 £lhf8 25 £fl e6 26 &de2 
Jka8 27 Ad4 i.xd4 28 Bxd4 £le5 29 
Bcdl Bed8 30 Ah3 €)c6 31 B4d2 b5 

32 cxb5 axb5 with chances for both 
sides, Borik-Karlsson, Randers Z1982. 

2c) 14 Afl £>h5 15 £kle2 £>e5 16 
£>f4 £>xf4 17 £.xf4 d6 18 b3 Jlc6 19 
£ld5 Bcd8 20 kg5 f6 21 i.e3 e6 22 


£>c3 f5 23 Wc2 fxe4 24 £lxe4 d5 25 
cxd5 exd5 26 £>g5 h6 27 f4 5)g4 28 
Wxg6 Bxe3 29 *he6 Bxe6 30 #xe6+ 
^h8 31 'B r xg4 and Black resigned on 
the 40th move in Sznapik-Ristoja, 
Helsinki 1981. 

It’s clear that these lines with 
1 l...Be8 are rather passive for Black. 
In effect, he is setting up a solid posi¬ 
tion and saying ‘Come and get me!’ 

12.. .a6 13 £tt»4!? 

Creating an immediate crisis. 

13.. .axb5 14 cxb5 

14 JLxb6? bxa4 15 Axd8 Sexd8 is 
very nice for Black. 

14.. .d5! 

Both sides have chances in a very 
unclear situation. Kudrin-Karlsson, 
Hastings 1983/4 continued in an en¬ 
tertaining manner: 15 bxc6 JLx c6 16 
5)xb6 Bb8 17 e5! (both 17 £>xd5? 
4)xd5 18 exd5 Bxb2 and 17 exd5? 
&xd5 18 £)xd5 Bxb2 favour Black) 

17...£>h5 18 Wd4 f6! 19 Wc5 Ah6! 20 
&xh6 #xb6 21 Wxb6 Bxb6 22 Bfcl 
Bxb2 23 Bxc6 Bxe2 and now 24 exf6 
is equal. 

D) 

10.. .£>h5 (D) 

One of Black’s sharper attempts. 

11 fcxc6 

It’s not yet clear what White’s best 
move is. The alternatives are: 

1)11 f4?? (a lot of amateurs seem 
to fall for this trap) 1 l...£)xf4! 12 jLg4 
(12 Bxf4 S)xd4 13 £xd4 e5 14 Bf3 
exd4 15 &d5 JLxd5 16 exd5 Vg5 17 
Bg3 We5 18 Wd2 Bae8 led to an even¬ 
tual win for Black in Raaste-Rantanen, 
Jarvenpaa 1985) 12...&e6 (12...£>xd4 
is also strong) 13 €)f5 (seeing that he 
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has nothing to lose, White goes for 
broke; of course, such an attack is 
doomed to failure) 13...gxf5 14 exf5 
£lc5 15 f6 iLxf616 Bf3 £>e5 17 Hh3 e6 

18 iLf5 exf5 19 #h5 Se8 20 #xh7+ 
*f8 21 &h6+ *e7 22 Wxf5 Sg8 23 
He3 Hxg2+ 24 *fl Wg8 25 Bxe5+ 
Axe5 26 #xe5+ £te6 and White went 
down in a few more moves in Kosten- 
Pytel, England 1981. 

2) 11 Cel £>f4 12 £fl &e6 13 
4lde2 (13 53ce2 is harmless: 13...Bc8 
14 Wd2 #c7 15 Sadi Ae5 {trying to 
inject some life into the position) 16 
fox c6 dxc6 17 f4 Bcd8 18 #cl Ag7 

19 £>c3 fixdl 20 Sxdl Bd8 = Uhl- 
mann-Zsu.Polgar, Aruba 1992) 13...f5 
14 exf5 Sxf5 15 #d2 &e5 16 £*14 
£>xd417 JLx d4 #c7 18 £*15 ±xd5 19 
cxd5 Saf8 and Black pieces are very 
active, Ekabson-Terentiev, USSR 1983. 
The continuation was 20 #03 #^6 
21 f4 £)g4 (to meet 22 JLxg7 with 

22...#xf4) 22 g3 and now 22...Bxf41! 
23 ±xg7 (23 gxf4 #xf4) 23...af3 24 
jLxf8 (24 Ae5 £>xe5 25 #xe5 Bxfl+! 
wins for Black, while 24 #d4 Bxg3+ 
25 <±>hl £lf2+ is also fatal) 24...axc3 
25 iLxe7 (25 bxc3 i"xf8 obviously 
favours Black) 25...axg3+ 26 $Lg2 


(26 hxg3 #xg3+ 27 ±g2 £e3 28 He2 
£xg2 29 axg2 #e3+ followed by 

30.. .Wxe7 and Black should win) 

26.. .Bxg2+ (26...#xd5 27 hxg3 #d4+ 
28 sfehl 5)f2+ 29 i > h2 5)g4+ is just a 
draw) 27 & > xg2 #xd5+ puts White in 
serious trouble - analysis by Silman. 

3) 11 £>db5 (the threat of 12 f4 
forces a reaction from Black) 11 ...a6 12 
£>a3 e5 (12...ab8 13 f4 Axc3 14 bxc3 
£lf6 15 e5 £le4 16 #el, Timman-Yu- 
supov, Linares Ct (10) 1992, and now 
Yusupov claims that Black should 
have played 16...f5 ±, instead of 16...d6 
17 Af3 £a5 18 f5! gxf5 19 M6 *h8 
20 &xf8 #xf8 21 exd6 £xd6 22 Sbl! 
with a winning advantage for White) 
13 g3 £*14 14 &c2 £>xe2+? (14...#c7! 
seems much stronger, putting pressure 
on c4 and intending to meet 15 £xd4 
exd4 16 JLxd4 with 16...£xg3!; we 
believe that Black is all right after 

14.. .#c7) 15 #xe2 f5 16 i.f2 #g5 17 
*hl b5 18 cxb5 £>f6 19 £b4 fxe4 20 
fxe4 axb5 21 #xb5 Hab8 22 #d3 and 
Black does not have sufficient com¬ 
pensation for the sacrificed material, 
Wirthensohn-R.Hemandez, Lucerne 
OL 1982. 

4) 11 £>b3 and then: 

4a) 11..15 12 #d2 (this allows 
Black to dominate the e5-square; in 
our opinion 12 exf5 is a more testing 
move) 12...f4 13 £f2 Ae5 14 c5 Bb8 
15 Sfdl £>f6 16 £>d5 e6 17 £xf6+ 
Wxf6 18 cxb6 axb6 19 Sabi i.a8 20 
£*14 £xd4 21 i.xd4 Ac6 22 #c3 
£xd4+ 23 WTxd4 #xd4+ = Pigusov- 
Haflc, Sochi 1985. 

4b) Also critical is ll...JLxc3!? 12 
bxc3 d6 13 JLh6 £g7 14 f4 Hc8 15 
Hf3 £b8 16 #d4 f6 17 Sdl £>d7 18 
fig3 Bf7 19 ilg4 Sc7 20 JLxg7 Sxg7 
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21 e5 £lc5 22 exd6 exd6 23 £}xc5 
SxcS 24 &e6+ *f8 25 f5 gxf5 26 
#h4 f4 27 «xf4 Bxg3 28 hxg3 Be5 
29 # 116 + *e7 30 Wxh7+ *xe6 31 
Wxb7 and White won on the 55th 
move in Simi6-Kurtenkov, VmjaCka 
Banja 1985. Though White came out 
ahead in this encounter, it’s clear that 
1 1...JLxc3 can use more tests. 

5) 11 Wd2 (D) and now Black has 
tried: 



5a) ll...£rf4 12 Axf4 £>xd4 13 
Ad3 f5 14 Bael 4le6 15 ±h6 J.xh6 
16 Wxh6 f417 e5! Sc8 18 Ae4 with a 
slight advantage for White, Dizdare- 
vid-Gallego, Vigo 1985. 

5b) 11..J5 12 exf5 gxf5 13 Sadi 
f4 14 i.f2 £>e5 15 Sfel We8 16 Ad3 
&xd3 17 *^3 #f7 18 b3 Bad8 19 
£)db5 ± Ilindid-Hark, VmjaCka Banja 
1986. 

5c) 11 ...£>xd4 12 Axd4 Jkxd4+13 
Wxd4 £lf4 14 Bfdl d6 (14...£>xe2+ 
15 0ne2 d6 is better; then White 
would just have a very small edge due 
to his extra space) 15 Afl Wc7 16 b4 
Sac8 17 *fe3 53h5 18 a4 19 £>b5 
Wb8 20 a5 jLc6 21 axb6 axb6 22 &a7 
Bc7 23 5)xc6 Bxc6 24 Ba6 #c7 25 


Bdal Bb8 26 Wg5! Wd8 27 Wb5! and 
White is clearly better, Panno-Milos, 
Villa Gesell 1985. 

11.. .dxc6 

11.. Jbcc6 12 Bel f5 13 exf5 gxf5 
14 f4 £>f6 15 i.f3 Bc8 16 b3 We8 17 
£>d5 Ttf7 18 £>xf6+ Wxf6 19 Bc2 
iLxf3?! 20 Bxf3 d6 21 Bd2 *h8 22 
iLd4 was better for White in Nunn- 
Ristoja, Malta OL 1980. 

12 c5 

Other moves seem to be all right for 
Black: 

1) 12 f4 Wxdl (12...Axc3 13 bxc3 
Wxdl 14 Bfxdl c5 = Saltaev-Pigusov, 
Katerini 1993) 13 Baxdl JLxc3 14 
bxc3 c5 15 i.f3 0X6 16 e5 Axf3 17 
gxf3 £ih5 18 Bd7 Bfd8 gives Black 
good play. 

2) 12 Wb3 JLd4! 13iL»14*xd4+ 

14 *hl £tf4 15 Bfdl We5 16 i.fl 
Bfd8 17 a4 £>e 6 18 £te2 Oc5 19 #c2 
a5 20 Babl Wc7 21 &c3 Bxdl 22 
Bxdl Bd8 23 Bd2 e5 and Black is 
clearly better, Kuznecov-Silman, Ore¬ 
gon Open 1986. 

12.. .b5 

Kirilov-Ekabson, USSR 1983. Ter¬ 
entiev now gives White an edge after 
13 f4 (13 g4!? £tf614 #c2 {14 e5!? - 
Nunn) 14...e5 and White only has a 
small plus, Khuzman-Hergott, Biel 
1993). In the first edition of this book 
we felt that Black was all right after 

13...b4! 14 & a4 Of6, when 15 £f3 
iLa6 16 Bf2 Ab5 is good. Now it ap¬ 
pears that we were mistaken. First 
Nunn claimed an edge for White with 

15 Wc2, and then 15 Wb3l Bb8 16 
ttc4 J.c8 17 Badl Wa5 18 b3 &g4 19 
JLd4 was played in Razuvaev-Dun- 
nington, Cappelle la Grande 1995, with 
an advantage for White. 
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E) 

10...£te8!? (D) 



This knight is heading for e6, where 
it will eye both the d4- and c5-squares. 

Illtt2£tc7 

As usual, ll...f5 just creates weak¬ 
nesses in the black camp. After 12 exf5 
gxf5 13 Sadi White would be consid¬ 
erably better. 

12 Sadi £>e613 ^dbS 

13 ^xe6 would allow Black to take 
control of the d4-square by 13...dxe6 
followed by ...e5 and ...5M4. 

13...d6 

Also worth investigation is 13...a6!? 
14 E>a3 GtedA 15 £>c2 &xe2+16 Wxe2 
Sb8 followed by ...Aa8. 

14&d5Sb815f4 

Also interesting are: 

1) 15^a7!?&xa716Axb6la7! 
(16...«fxb6+!? 17 &xb6 Ad4+ 18 
lfxd4 {18 *hl Axb6 19 b4 £>c6 20 
a4 g5 is not clear) 18...£>xd4 19 Sxd4 
Ac6 20 £ki5 Axd5 21 cxd5 Sxb2 22 
Ac4 Bc8 23 Sfdl Bc5 24 a4 ±) 17 
Axa7 Axd5 18 Axb8 Aa8 19 Axd6 
Ad4+ 20 &hl exd6 21 b4 g5 is un¬ 
clear. 


2) 15 b4!? g5! 16 Axg5 £>xg5 17 
Wxg5 e6! turns out rather well for 
Black. 

15.J&C5 16 Af3a617£td4 

17 &a3 e6 18 £>c3 £>b4 19 Wxd6 
5}bd3 gives Black reasonable value 
for the sacrificed pawn. 

17...£fcxd4 18 Axd4 Axd4+ 19 
Wxd4b5 

Agapov-Kimelfeld, USSR 1985. 
Now Kimelfeld claims that 20 e5!? 
£xd5 21 cxd5 Vtb6 22 sfrhl gives 
White a slight advantage. 


F) 

I0...£lxd4 (D) 



Black intends to bring his remain¬ 
ing knight around to d7 and c5. This 
plan doesn’t have a good reputation. 

11 Axd4d612«d2£>d713 Axg7 
*xg714f4Ec8?! 

Better is 14...a5 but then 15 Sadi 
<£c5 16 «fe3 is still much better for 
White. 

15 Sadi! 

Threatening to play 16 e5. 

15...£>f6 16 e5 dxeS 17 fxe5 £>g8 
18tte3! 
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18*ti7 «c7 19 #xc7 Hxc7 20 &b5 
Hc5 with counterplay. 

18.. .*c7 19 e6 

Threatening Hd7. Less good is 19 
since 19...Wc5 20 #xc5 Hxc5 
would give Black counterplay. 

19.. .fxe6 20 thb5l #c5 21 #xc5 
Sxc5 22 Sxf8 *xf8 23 Sd7 

Black is busted, Cvetkovi6-Cebalo, 
Yugoslavia 1985. The continuation 
was 23.. Jfc.a6 24 a4 (also strong is 24 
£>a3!? followed by Hxa7) 24...jkxb5 
25 axb5 He5 26 Afl! £>f6 27 Bxa7 
£te4 28 b4! and White’s queenside 
majority proved decisive. 


G) 

10...#b8!? (D) 



This plan, a Romanian speciality, 
became popular in the early 1990s. 
The idea is to prepare for a ...d5 ad¬ 
vance with ...Bd8, ...d6, ...Hd7, 
...Bad8, and ...e6. 

HWd2 

Other moves: 

1) 11 Bel £>xd4 12 i.xd4 ±h6! = 
13 Bc2 jLf4 14 g3 ±xg3 15 hxg3 
#xg3+ 16 *hl # 113 + 17 *gl #g3+ 


V 2 -V 2 Nadyrkhanov-Poluliakhov, So¬ 
chi 1996. 

2) 11 £>c2 Bd8 12 #d2 d6 13 
*hl?! Bd7 14 Bad #f8 15 b3 Bad8 
16 f4?! e6 17 f5 exf5 18 exf5 d5 19 
A.g5 dxc4 20 #f4 cxb3 21 axb3 h6 
22 £xf6 £xf6 23 £>e4 Ae5 T Timo- 
shenko-Moldovan, Calimanesti 1992. 

ll...Bd812 £kdb5 

White has tried several moves here, 
with varying degrees of success: 

1) 12 Bfdl d6 and now White has 
tried almost every reasonable idea: 

la) 13BaclBd7 14£ld5(14£sc2 
#f8 15 b3 Sad8 16 £lb5 e6 17 £\bd4 
£ie5! 18 £>b4 d5 19 cxd5 exd5 20 
.&.b5 dxe4 21 jLxd7 Bxd7 gives Black 
compensation for the exchange, while 
14 b3 #f8 15 £lcb5 Bad8 16 £lxc6 
±xc6 17 5)xa7 Bxa7 18 £xb6 Bda8 
19 fLxa.1 Bxa7 is unclear) 14...#f8 
(14...e6 15 £lxf6+ £xf6 16 b4 #f8 17 
£lxc6 Axc6 18 b5 J&.b7 19 a4 d5 20 
exd5 Bad8 21 a5 exd5 22 c5 Be7 23 a6 
± C.Hansen-Bellon, Malmo 1996) 15 
Sc3 Bad8 16 Ba3 £ih5 17 £)b5 e6 18 
£>dc3 ±a8 19 #cl £>f6 20 £kI4 #e7 
led to an unclear position in M.Griin- 
berg-Ceteras, Romanian Cht 1992. 
Black outplayed his opponent and 
emerged with the advantage after 21 
£>cb5 £le5 22 h3 d5! 23 cxd5 exd5 24 
f4 £>c4 25 e5 £>e4 26 Axc4 Bc8 27 
Ba4 dxc4 28 Bxc4 Bcd8. 

lb) 13 #el Bd7 and then: 

lbl) 14 Bad #f8 15 £>xc6 jLxc6 
16b4&h6!=. 

Ib2) 14Babl!?#f815*hl(15b4 
£le5!? intending 16...Bc8) 15...Bad8 
16 thcbS (16 b4 e6 17 a3 d5 18 £>xc6 
i.xc6 19 e5 £>h5 20 ±g5 f6 21 exf6 
£xf6 22 &xf6 #xf6 23 c5 bxc5 24 
bxc5 with the idea of jLb5 is unclear) 
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16...£lxd4 17 £sxd4(17 Axd4 Ac618 
£>xa7 Bxa7 19 Axb6 Bxa2 20 Axd8 
#xd8 21 e5 £)d7 22 exd6 Bxb2 23 
Bxb2 Axb2 24 dxe7 #xe7 25 Ad3 
#f6 26 Ae4 Aa4 leads to an unclear 
position) 17...£)h5 18 .fi.fl e6 19 Bd2 
(on 19 b4 Black intended 19....fi.e5 
with the idea of ...Wgl) 19...d5! 20 
cxd5 exd5 21 Ab5 Bc7 22 Ag5 Bdc8 
23 exd5 Axd5 24 <&f5 Wc5 25 £>xg7 
Axa2! led to interesting complica¬ 
tions that were in Black’s favour in 
Heine Nielsen-Moldovan, Mamaia jr 
Wch 1991. 

Ib3) 14 Wli4 WfS 15£klb5!?4(15 
Bd2 5)xd4 16 Axd4 £>e8!) 15...£>e8! 
16 Sac 1 Af617 Wf2 e6 18 f4 Sad8 19 
Sd2 £>c7 20 Scdl &xb5 21 &xb5 
Wei 22 Af3 Ag7 23 We2 Ah6 24 g3 
occurred in Brodsky-Moldovan, Bu¬ 
charest Ciocaltea mem 1994. Then, 
rather than 24...e5? 25 Ag4, which 
gave White a clear advantage in the 
actual game, 24...g5! 25 'fi’hl (25 fxg5? 
Axg5 26 Axg5 Wxg5 21 e5 Wxe5 28 
Wxe5 £>xe5 29 Axb7 Bxb7 30 Sxd6 
Sxd6 31 £>xd6 Hd7 f) 25...gxf4 26 
gxf4 e5 27 S)c3 5)d4 28 Sxd4 exd4 29 
JLxd4 f5 30 Bgl+ d?f8 yields a com¬ 
plicated mess - analysis by Stoica. 

lc) 13 £)b3 (D) and here: 

lcl) 13...Sd7 14 a4! #d8? (Stoica 
gives 14...£)a5 15 5)xa5 bxa5 16 3)b5 
a6 17 £kl4 Wcl 18 £ib3 Sb8 19 £>xa5 
{19 Wxa5 Ac6 also gives Black com¬ 
pensation} 19...Axe4! 20 fxe4 5)xe4 
21 #el Axb2 22 Sabi £>c3 23 Bxb2 
Sxb2 24 Wxc3 Bxe2 as unclear) 15 a5 
bxa5 16 £ib5! Aa6 17 £)xa5 Axb5 18 
cxb5 £>xa5 19 #xa5 Wxa5 20 Sxa5 
with a winning endgame for White, 
Arakhamia-Canela, Novi Sad worn 
OL 1990. 



Ic2) Also interesting is 13...e6 14 
a4 £>a5!? (14...£)e5!? 15 a5 Aa6!?) 
15 -S)xa5 bxa5 16 £sb5 (White’s best 
may be 16 Af4 4k8 17 c5 a6 18 cxd6 
e5 19 Ae3 Bxd6 20 £ld5 Axd5 21 
exd5 Wd8 22 JLc4 ±) 16...d5! 17 cxd5 
a6! 18 £>c3 exd5 19 Af4 #a7+ 20 
Ae3 Wb8 21 Af4 Wal+ 22 Ae3 V 2 -V 2 
Moldovan-Milu, Bucharest 1991. 

l d) 13 G3xc6 Axc6 14 £>d5 Bd7 
15 Bacl e6 16 &xf6+ Axf6 17 Af4 
Ae5 18 Axe5 dxe5 19 Wc3 Wcl 20 
Bxd7 Axd7 21 Sdl ± Herrera-V.Geor- 
giev, Erevan OL 1996. 

le) 13 Afl Sd7 14 Bad Wf8 15 
g3!? (15 &db5 Bad8 16 #f2 e6 17 
®d4 &e5 18 h3 Wcl offers chances 
for both sides while 15 £)d5 &xd4 16 
Axd4 &xd5 17 exd5 e5! is equal) 
15...e6 16 Ag2 Bad8 17 b3? (both 17 
iLh3!? and 17 £lxc6 Axc6 18 Wf2 are 
better) 17...d5! 18cxd5exd5 19&xc6 
Axc6 20 e5 d4! T Doroschenko-Mol- 
dovan, Tusnad 1993. 

2) 12 Bacl d6 13 £>d5 Bd7 14 
3)xc6 Axc6 15 Ag5 #f8! 16 &xf6+ 
Axf6 17 Axf6 exf6 18 Bc3 Bad8 19 
Adi Wcl 20 Ac2 WeS! (Black has an 
acceptable position) 21 b4 a5 22 a3 
axb4 23 axb4 Ba8 24 f4 Wcl 25 #d4 
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Ba2 26 Ad3 fS 27 Sc2 Bxc2 28 Axc2 
£.xe4 29 Bel Wd8! 30 Axe4 fxe4 31 
Wd5 Wf6 32 Wxe4 Ba7 33 We3 Sal! ? 
Miulescu-Moldovan, Bucharest 1991. 

3) 12 Badl d613 Wei Bd714 Wh4 
#18 15 tf?hl (other moves include 15 
£tdb5!?, which is untested, 15 Bd2 
5)xd4 16 ilxd4 £le8!, which should 
prove satisfactory for Black, and 15 b3 
Sad8 16 £id5 £>xd4 17 £.xd4 £>xd5 
18 exd5 e5 19 dxe6 fxe6 20 f4 ite4 = 
21 Wei d5 22 Ag4 Af5 23 £.xg7 
*xg7 24 J.e2?! Wf6 25 cxd5 exd5 26 
&f3 d4 27 g4 &e6 28 Sd3 Be7 29 Wb4 
Bf7 30 Bel ^.c8 with a clear plus for 
Black in David-Ceteras, Bucharest 
1991) 15...Bad8 16 Bd2 £ixd4 17 
.fi.xd4 4)e8 18 JLxg7 (18 JLe3?! gives 
Black a slight edge after 18.. JLxc3 19 
bxc3 £>g7 20 Bfdl iLc6 with the idea 
of ...£)e6-c5) 18...£>xg7 19 f4 f5 20 
i.f3 e5! 21 Bdf2?! Bn 22 fxe5 dxe5 
23 exf5 £>xf5 24 Wg5 £xf3 25 Bxf3 
Bd4! 26 4Dd5 e4 27 Bf4 e3 28 Bxd4 
e2 29 Bdf4 exflW+ 30 Bxfl £ig3+ T 
Kramnik-Moldovan, Arnhem 1991. 

12...d6 (D) 

13 Bfdl 

13 £)d5 Bd7 14 itg5 is probably a 
bit better for White, though Black is 
not without chances: 14...&e8 15 f4 
e616 &e3 (16 £g4!? Wc8 17 Bael h6 
18 ±h4 f5 19 exf5 gxf5 20 Ah5 ± is a 
suggestion by Psakhis) 16...h617 jLh4 
a6 18 £>c3 5M4 19 Ad3 JLc6 20 f5 g5 



21 £ig4 Wd8 22 f6 £>xf6 23 £>xh6+! 
iLxh6 24 jLxg5 £sxe4 25 £lxe4 ^.xg5 
26 S)xg5 f5! 27 Bael Bg7 28 £>xe6 
£>xe6 29 Bxe6 &xg2 30 Wxg2 Baa7! 
31 $Lxf5 = Psakhis-V.Georgiev, Be- 
nasque 1996. 

13.. .Bd7 14 Bad Wf8 15 i.fl 
Bad8 16 Wf2 e6 

16.. .Ah617 A.xh6 Wxh618 £kl5 is 
a tad better for White. 

17&d4£ke5 

Avoiding 17...d5? 18 cxd5 exd5 19 
5)xc6 iLxc6 20 e5, when White has a 
distinct advantage. 

18 h3 We7 

with interesting complications, 
Ki.Georgiev-Morovid, Novi Sad OL 
1990: 19 b3 d5! 20 f4 (20 cxd5 exd5 
21 exd5 £>xd5 ?) 20...£>eg4! 21 hxg4 
£>xg4 22 Wg3 £>xe3 23 Wxe3 dxe4 24 
$3c2 f5 25 b4 e5 with compensation 
for the sacrificed piece. 



12 MaroczyBind: 

Fighting for the dark 
squares 


1 e4 c5 2 £>f3 £k6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £>xd4 
g6 5c4£g7 6i.e3 £>f6 7 £>c3 0-0 8 
&e2d6(D) 



One good way to cut down White’s 
options in this line is to play the 
move-order recommended in Chapter 
8:5...4tf6 6 £k:3 d6 and now both 7 O 
and 7 Jle2 transpose into the main 
lines about to be given, though in each 
case White has lost a bit of flexibility: 
the former move stops White trying 
any f2-f4 plans while the latter takes 
away Ad3 ideas. 

9 0-0 

The slow 9 h3 is no threat to Black. 
R.Anderson-Donaldson, Berkeley 1990 
was instructive: 9...A.d7 10 0-0 £}xd4 
11 Jtxd 4 Jlc6 12 Wd3 a5 13 b3 £>d7 


14 Axg7 *xg7 15 #d4+ f6 16 &d5 
e5 17 We3 £lc5 18 £>c3 £>e6 19 Hfdl 
f5 20 exf5 gxf5 21 Afl Bf6 22 «fd2 
£kl4 23 4k2 £>xe2+ 24 «Txe2 Wb6 25 
We3 Wxe3 26 fxe3 <4>f7 with a slight 
plus for Black. 

9..JLd7 

Black intends to play ...£ixd4, 
...A,c6, and ...4kl7-c5. 

If Black wishes to avoid 10 £fo3 or 
10 5ic2 he can consider exchanging 
on d4 before playing ...£d7. 

1) Thus 9...&xd410 iLxd4 (D) can 
be used as a transpositional tool, while 
Black can also try independent ideas, 
though they haven’t turned out very 
well for him. The specific analysis is 
as follows: 
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la) 10...iLd7 transposes into the 
main lines (sections A and B) after 11 
Wd2 or 11 Sdl. However, White can 
play 11 Wd3, leading to independent 
lines: 

lal) 1 l...Ac6 is not too good: 

lala) 12 b4 b6 13 a3 a5 14 Ve3 
£kl7 15 Axg7 *xg7 16 Hadl axM 17 
axb4 Ha3 18 Wd4+ 4>g8 19 Hal Hxal 
20 Hxal #c7 21 £>d5 Axd5 22 cxd5 
(22 exd5 was correct, but White didn’t 
see Black’s plan) 22...Vc2! 23 Ab5 
£>f6 24 f3 £>h5! 25 Afl Hc8 26 Ha7 
£>f4! 27 Hxe7 £>e2+ 28 Axe2 Wxe2 
29 h3 'B f el+ 30 *h2 Wh4 31 Ha7 
Wf4+ 32 *gl Hcl+ 33 *f2 Hc2+ 34 
*gl Hcl+ 35 *f2 Wh4+ 36 g3 Hc2+ 
37 *el ttxg3+ 38 $dl HcS 39 Ha3 
Wxh3 40 He3 2a8 0-1 Stean-Peturs- 
son, Middlesborough 1982. 

lalb) 12 Had £k!7? (12...a5 has 
to be played) 13 Axg7 ixg7 14 b4 
£>f615*hla516 b5 ± Smyslov-Golz, 
Polanica Zdroj 1969. 

Ia2) ll...a6?! (also dubious; edi¬ 
tor’s note: Black is now a full tempo 
behind the game Tolnai-Leko in the 
note to Black’s 11th move in section 
Blc2d of Chapter 8) 12 Well Ac6 13 
b4 Wb8 14 b5 axb5 15 cxb5 Ad7 16 a4 
Ae617 a5 £id7 18 Axg7 *xg7 19 b6! 
£>c5 20 £ib5 £)a6 21 f4 ± Lautier- 
Koch, Lyons Z 1990. 

Ia3) 11 ...a5 (it’s wise to hold back 
White’s queenside pawns) 12 f4 Ac6 
13 Af3 £>d7 14 Ae:3 £>c515 ^2 #1)6 
16 Habl Wb4 17 £>d5 Axd5 18 exd5 
Hac8 19 Hfel b5 20 b3 bxc4 21 bxc4 
Wa3 22 Af2 Af6 23 Hb5 #d3 24 Hcl 
Ad4 25 Hxa5 Ha8 26 Hxa8 Hxa8 27 
g3 Hb8 28 Axd4 Wxd4+ 29 *fl Hb2 
and Black won in a few more moves in 
Bjamason-Tielemann, Reykjavik Open 


1984. A thematic game from Black’s 
point of view. 

lb) 10...£>d7 11 Axg7 4-xg7 12 
ffd4+ f6 13 Hadl «fa5 14 £ld5 Hf7 15 
b4 ± Petrosian-Tatai, Venice 1967. 

lc) 10...Ae6 (D) and now: 



lcl) 11 Hcl Wa5 12 b3 a6 13 f4 
Hfe8 14 f5 Ad7 15 fxg6 fxg616 c5! ± 
H.Olafsson-Wang Zili, Thessaloniki 
OL 1988 

lc2) 11 #d3 a6 12 b3 (12 f4!?) 
12...&d7 13 Axg7 *xg7 14 f4 f6 15 
$hl ± Vilela-Estevez, Cuba 1978. 

Ic3) 11 $hl Wa5 12 Wd3 Hfc8 13 
b3 a6 14 f4 b5 15 cxb5 axb5 16 £>xb5 
Wb4 17 e5 Af518 Wdl dxe5 19 Axe 5 
Ae4 20 a3 Wc5 21 &c3 and Black has 
nothing to show for the pawn, Smys- 
lov-Gheorghiu, Moscow 1967. 

Ic4) 11 Wd2 #a5 12 Hadl Hfc8 
13 b3 a6 14 f4 b5 15 f5 Ad7 16 Axf6 
Axf6 17 £>d5 Wxd2 18 £ixf6+ exf6 
19 Hxd2 bxc4 20 Hxd6 Ha7 21 Axc4 
± Ftadnik-Haba, Prague 1986. 

Ic5) llf4 Wc8(also good for White 
are ll...Hc8 12 b3 Ad7 13 e5 dxe5 14 
fxe5 £>e8 15 #d2 Ac616 We3, A.Sok- 
olov-Nemet, Bern 1992 and ll...Wd7 
12 Wd3 Hfc8 13 b3 Ag4 14 Hadl 
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Axe2 15 l r xe2 #e6 16 f5 ± Gheor- 
ghiu-Benko, Orense 1973) 12 b3 Sd8 
13 Bel (13 Wd3 Ag4 14 Axg4 Wxg4 
15 f5 Wh4 was easy for Black in 
Panno-Najdorf, Buenos Aires 1968; 
13 h3!?, keeping the black pieces out 
of g4, deserves serious consideration) 

13.. .Ag4 14 Axf6 Axe2 15 Vxe2 
Axf616 4bd5 Be8 17 Wf2 and White is 
slightly better, Benko-Honfi, Majdan- 
pek 1976. 

2) 9...a5!?10O£kl71l£>db5£>c5 
is an idea that Larsen devised after his 
experiments, following 9...Ad7, with 
holding off on a ...£lxd4 capture and 
instead playing ...a5-a4 followed by 
..Ma5 (considered on p.238). His new 
idea of not playing ...Ad7 and instead 
pushing the a-pawn immediately, 
keeps options of ...Ae6 open. 12 tfd2 
a4 (12...f5!? is an untested idea that 
suggests itself) 13 Bfdl Wa5 14 Sacl 
Ae6 15 £>d5 Wxd2 16 Bxd2 Axd5? 
(Andersson claims that Black should 
have played 16...Bfd8 followed by 
... < ± > f8, when White would just be a lit¬ 
tle better) 17 cxd5 £lb418 Sxc5! dxc5 

19 Axc5 ± Andersson-Larsen, Linares 
1983. The continuation was 19...£)xa2 

20 Axe7 Bfc8 21 f4 Af8 22 d6 &b4 

23 Ah4 Bcl+ 24 *f2 Q)c6 25 £k7 a3 
26 bxa3 Bxa3 27 e5 h6 28 Af6 Ag7 
29 Ae7 Af8 30 Sa8 31 h4 Bc5? 

32 £\f6+ *g7 33 Axf8+ Bxf8 34 &d7 
1 - 0 . 

3) Another Larsen idea is the wait¬ 
ing move 9...Be8!? (D). 

White has now tried: 

3a) 10 f4 has not been played since 

10.. .e5 is too good an answer. 

3b) 10 a3?! Ad7 11 f3 (after 11 
b4?!, 11...<5ie5!? followed by 12...Bc8 
deserves consideration, while 11...5)g4 



12 Axg4 Axg4 13 f3 Ad7 is all right 
for Black) ll...a6 12 b4?! Bc8 (ac¬ 
cording to Larsen, 12...<£)xd4 13 Axd4 
Bc8 14 Wd2 leads to equality) 13 Bel 
&xd4 14 Axd4 Ah6! 15 Bc2 (accord¬ 
ing to FtaCnik, both 15 Bbl b5 16 Axf6 
{16 c5 e5 17 Af2 Af8!} 16...exf6 17 
Wxd6 bxc418 Wxa6 Be6 and 15 f4 e5 
16 Ae3 Ac6 17 Ad3 &h5! 18 g3 exf4 
19 gxf4 f5! are good for Black) 

15.. .Ae6 16 £kl5 (16 &bl is best met 
by 16...£id7 17 f4 £>b6 18 £id2 Ad7 
19 Bel Aa4 20 We2 £>d7 followed by 
...b5 and ...e5 - analysis by FtaCnik) 

16.. .£ixd5 17 exd5 (17 cxd5 Ad7 18 
f4 Bxc2 19 #xc2 Sb8 20 g3 Bc8 21 
Wb2 Wcl 22 Ad3 Ab5! 23 Axb5 axb5 
T - analysis by Ftadnik) 17...Ad7 18 
Bc3 e6! 19 dxe6 Bxe6 20 c5?! (20 
Ad3 Wh4 21 Af2 Ae3 22 Ae4 Axf2+ 
23 Bxf2 Ac6 T) 20...Aa4! 21 #xa4 
dxc5! 22 bxc5 Bxe2 23 #c4?? b5! 0-1 
Short-Larsen, Naestved 1985. 

3c) 101^2 Ad7 (the critical test is 

10.. .4.g4 11 Axg4 Axg4, when Liva¬ 
nov insists that 12 $)d5 is ±) 11 Babl 
a6 12 f3 Bc8 13 £>xc6 Axc6 14 b4 
Ad7 15 Bfcl h5 16 Afl Ae6 17 £ia4 
Bc618 Wf2 ± Kosten-Larsen, London 
1990. 
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3d) 10 Scl £>xd4 11 Axd4 ±h6! 
12 Bc2 (12 f4 e5!) 12...b6 (12...e5!? is 
also interesting: 13 iLe3 Me3 14 fxe3 
*g7 IS Bd2 WaS 16 Bxd6 Ae6 17 
Wd2 Bad8 18 b4 Wb6 19 Bd5 &xdS 
20 £>xd5 £xd5 21 exd5 f5 22 c5 Wf6 
23 d6 Sf8 24 Bdl e4 25 b5 Bc8 26 d7 
Bcd8 27 Bel f4 28 exf4 e3 29 Wd3 
and White went on to win in Vein- 
gold-Hergott, Manila OL 1992; there 
are several points where Black’s play 
could have been improved) 13 f3 iLb7 

14 Wei £>h5 15 g3 e5 T Pyhala-Ran- 
tanen, Pori 1986. 

3e) 10 f3 £>d7 11 Wd2 £>c5 (sim¬ 
plest is 11...'S)xd412 ,&xd4 JLxd4+13 
Wxd4 Wb6 =) 12 Bfdl WaS 13 Babl 
£sxd414 £.xd4 JLxd4+ 15 Wxd4 £>e6 
16 Wf2 Ml 17 f4 Wc5 = Andersson- 
Larsen, Naestved 1985. 

3f) 10Bbla611f3(ll Wd2i.d7 
12 Bfdl Bc8 13 f3 £>xd4 14 ±xd4 
Ae6 15 £>d5 £wd5 16 cxd5 A.xd4+ 17 
Wxd4 Ml 18 Bbcl Wa5 19 a3 A.b5 
20 Mb5 Wxb5 21 <4>f2 Wb3 22 Bel 
h5 23 h4 Bc2+ V 2 -V 2 Speelman-Lar¬ 
sen, Hastings 1988/9) ll...£.d7 12£fc2 
&e5 13 a4 Wc7 14 £>a3 e6 15 f4 ± 
Wolff-Larsen, New York WFW 1990. 

3g) 10 &b3 i.e6 11 f3 0*5 12 
£>d5 Ml 13 Wd2 £>xd5 14 cxd5 b5 

15 Bfcl a5 16 &d4 Wb8 17 f4 &c4 18 
iLxc4 bxc4 19 Bxc4 and Black has 
no compensation for the lost pawn, 
Wahls-Vanscura, Budapest 1988. 

Before we finally get into the main 
lines coming from 9...iLd7, two other 
systems must also be addressed: 

4) 9...a6 (Black intends to play for 
a quick ...b5 advance) and now: 

4a) After 10 Bel a surprisingly 
sharp battle broke out in Cebalo- 
Kobas, Yugoslav Ch 1985: 10...5)xd4 


11 &xd4 M 6 12 Wd2 Wa5 13 We3 
Bfc8 14 b3 b5 15 f4 bxc4 16 f5 gxf5 
17 exf5 JLxf5 18 b4 Wa3 19 Bxf5 £>g4 
20 Wg5 f6 21 Wd2 Ah6 22 Bf4 Axf4 
23 Wxf4 and White scored a quick 
victory. 

4b) 10 f4 (aggressive) also comes 
into consideration. Black did well af¬ 
ter 10...i.d7 11 Bel Bc8 (ll...b5 12 
cxb5 &xd4 13 £xd4 axb5 14 a3 is a 
little better for White according to 
Hartmann) 12 b3 Wa5 13 a4 Bfe8 14 
*hl e5 15 fxe5 Wxe5 16 £tf3 Wa5 17 
£kl2 3)b4! T in LIvanov-Hartmann, 
Edmonton 1985. 

4c) 10 Wd2 (D) and now Black has 
tried: 



4cl) 10...£}g4 11 jLxg4 dLx g4 12 
f4 (sharper than 12 f3 Ml 13 Bfdl 
£te5 14 b3 f5 15 exf5 gxf5 16 £sd5 
£)g6 17 Bad f4 18 JLf2 Bf7 19 c5 
dxc5 20 Bxc5 e521^c2 Af5 22 £«:3 
Bd7 23 Bd5 Sxd5 24 £>xd5 Bc8 25 
£iel ±e6 26 £fo6 Wxd2 27 Bxd2 Bel 
28 *fl JLf8 29 *e2 Af5 30 Bdl Bc6 
31 5)c4 e4 32 fxe4 JLxe4 ? Zuk-Pelts, 
Canadian Ch 1984) 12...£d7 13 f5 
Bc8 14 £>d5 &e5 15 b3 M6 16 J.h6 
J.xd5 17 exd5 b5 18 cxb5 axb5 19 
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S&hl Bc5 20 fxg6hxg6 21 Jt.xg7 d?xg7 
22 Bxf7+! *xf7 23 £>e6 SM7 24 Hi6 
#c8 25 Bfl+ £>f6 26 Bxf6+ 1-0 Kai- 
szauri-T.Horvath, Denmark 1983. 

4c2) 10..JLd7 is considered in 
note ‘3’ to Black’s 10th move in sec¬ 
tion Al, via the move-order 9..JLd7 
10 Wd2 a6. 

4c3) 10...Bb8 11 f3 JLd7 is note 
‘3b’ to Black’s 10th move in section 
Al. 

4c4) 10...&xd411 Jlxd4 M 6 (this 
would be a great set-up if White had 
taken the time to play f2-f3; however, 
White must stand better if the pawn 
can move to f4 in one go) 12 f4 Ml 
13 Sadi M6 14 *e3 £ld7 15 Jkxg7 
*xg7 16 b4 Wb6 17 Wxb6 £lxb6 18 
e5 dxe5 19 fxe5 Sfd8 20 *f2 Hac8 21 
g3 h5 22 Sxd8 Sxd8 23 *e3 f6 24 
exf6+ exf6 25 Bdl Be8+ 26 *f2 Sc8 
27 c5 £>d7 28 a4 £ke5 29 b5 axb5 30 
axb5 iLd7 and Black managed to hold 
on for the draw in Brunner-Petursson, 
Lucerne Wcht 1993. 

5) 9...5M7 (D) and now: 



5a) 10 Wd2 £k:5 and now: 

5al) 11 Hfdl Ad7 (ll.Jta5?! is 
worse after 12 £)b3 Wb4 13 Wcl M 6 


14 &d5 £>xb3 15 axb3 #xb3 16 Sd2 
i.xd5 17 exd5 £>e5 18 Sa3 Wb4 19 
Wc2 ± Karpov-Visier, Las Palmas 
1977) 12 f3 a5 13 b3 &xd4 14 Axd4 
M6 15 Mgl *xg7 16 We3 Wb6 = 
Parma-Velimirovi6, VrSac 1973. 

5a2) 11 Sadi Ml 12 f4 (12 f3 a5 
13 b3 £lxd4 14 ±xd4, Hecht-Forin- 
tos, Vr§ac 1973, and now 14...iLxd4+ 

15 Wxd4 JLc 6 is equal) 12.. .&a4 13 
£)db5 a6 14 £>xa4 axb5 15 £)b6 Sxa2 

16 e5 b4 is unclear, Kuligowski-Vel- 
imirovic, Smederevska Palanka 1979. 

5b) 10 Bel! £lc5 11 jfc.fl Ml 12 
Bel £)a4 (equally grim is 12...5)xd4 
13 £xd4 a5 14 jfc.xg7 *xg7 15 e5 
M6 16 Wd4 f6 17 exd6 Wxd6 18 
Bcdl ± Adoijan-Velimirovid, Vrbas 
1980) 13 <£)xa4 5)xd414 €)c3 (there is 
nothing in 14 iLxd4 jfc.xa4 15 b3 jfc.c6 

16 ±xg7 *xg7 17 1U4+ f6 V 2 -V 2 
Ivkov-Velimirovid, Vrbas 1982) 14...e5 
(14...4)e6!?) 15 *hl M6 16 Wd2 f5 

17 exf5 Bxf5 18 &d5 Bf7 19 jfc.xd4 
exd4 20 g3 Wf8 21 f4 ± Portisch- 
Velimirovid, NikSid 1978. 

5c) 10 Bbl £>c5 11 Wd2 £>xd4 12 
Md4 a5 13 b3 Md4 14 Wxd4 b6 15 
Bfel Ml 16 Bbdl f617 JLg4 M6 18 
h4! ± Anand-Morovid, Novi Sad OL 
1990. 

Returning to the position after 
9..Jfc.d7 (D): 

This position is a great favourite of 
GMs Margeir Petursson and Borislav 
Ivkov. Its present popularity can be at¬ 
tributed to their fine results with it. 

We will structure this analysis in 
the following way (note that in both 
cases, the main plans start with either 
10 Bel or 10 Wd2): 

A: Lines in which White allows the 
trade of dark-squared bishops 239 
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B: The big squeeze: White keeps the 
dark-squared bishops on the board 

246 

Before discussing the main plans, 
we should consider an interesting plan 
that was popularized by Bent Larsen 
and Lars Karlsson, which consists of 
holding off on a ...&xd4 capture and 
instead playing ...a5-a4 followed by 
...Wa5. As in sections A and B, we 
must consider this idea against 10 Bel 
and 10Wd2: 

1) 10 Bel a5 11 f3 a4 12 £klb5 Wa5 
13 Wei! (threatening to play Wf2 and 
£k!5 with good effect) 13...4&e5 (this 
timely counterattack on the c-pawn 
prevents White from carrying out his 
plan; in Eingom-Haik, Sochi 1985, 
Black played 13...Bfc8? 14 Wf2 Ba6 
15 £>d5! £>xd5 16 cxd5 Axb2 17 dxc6 
Baxc6, but now 18 Bcdl would have 
been very good for White) 14 c5 (14 
£>a3 Bfc8 15 h3 Wb4 was reasonable 
for Black in Murey-Karlsson, Lucerne 
OL1982) 14...Axb5 15 £>xb5 Wxel 16 
Bfxel d5 17 Ad4 £>ed7 V 2 -V 2 Kava- 
lek-Karlsson, Thessaloniki OL 1984. 

2) 10 Wd2 a5 and then: 

2a) 11 f3 a4 (D). 



This position was once quite popu¬ 
lar for Black. Some examples: 

2al) 12 *hl Wa5 13 Bad Bfc8 
14 Bfdl 5)xd4 15 Axd4 Ac6 16 £>bl 
Wxd2 17 *hxd2 h5 ¥ Karlsson-Larsen, 
Las Palmas IZ 1982. 

2a2) 12 &d5 £>xd5 13 cxd5 £ixd4 
14 Axd4 Wa5 15 We3 Axd4 16 Wxd4 
Bfc8 17 Bad Bc7 18 Bc3 Bxc3 19 
bxc3 Bc8 20 c4 b5 21 Bbl b4 22 *fl 
Bb8 T Lengyel-Karlsson, Eksjo 1982. 

2a3) 12 £>db5 Wa5 13 Bad Bfc8 
14 Bfdl £>e5 15 £ia3 Ae6 16 £id5 
Wxd2 17 Axd2 £>xd5 18 cxd5 Ad7 = 
Griinfeld-Miles, Lucerne OL 1982. 

All very nice. Unfortunately the line 
was put to the test when White came 
up with the following accurate treat¬ 
ment: 

2a4) 12 Babl! Wa5 13 Bfdl Bfc8 
14 £kib5! Ae8 15 Afl £>e5 16 b3 
axb3 17 axb3 Wb4 18 Wf2 h5!? 19 h3 
£>ed7 20 £>d5! £>xd5 21 Bxd5 £>f6 22 
Ad2 £>xd5 23 Axb4 £>xb4, Cvetko- 
vi6-Mestel, Belgrade 1982, and now 
24 Wd2 is clearly good for White. 

2b) To make matters even worse, 
Timman found that if White instead 
plays 11 £>db5 a4 12 f4! Wa5 13 c5! 
Black would immediately be facing 



Maroczy Bind: Fighting for the dark squares 


239 


difficulties. Timman-Larsen, Las Pal¬ 
mas IZ 1982 continued 13...dxc5 14 
Axc5 Ag4 15 Axg4 £)xg4 16 
Axc3 17 bxc3 *hf6 18 Habl Hfd8 19 
*hl Sac8 20 Aa3 21 f5 $ic7 22 
fxg6 hxg6 23 Wf2 f6 24 tf g3 *f7 25 
c4 £)xb5 26 cxb5 5id4 and now Tim- 
man claims that 27 Axe7! < S?xe7 28 
Wxg6 Hf8 29 e5 would have led to a 
winning attack. 

These setbacks put this line under a 
cloud but it didn’t take Larsen long to 
come up with a slightly different ver¬ 
sion of the same plan. This comes about 
by not playing 9...Ad7 and instead 
pushing the a-pawn immediately, and 
is discussed on p.235 under 9...a5. 

A) White allows the 
trade of dark-squared 
bishops 

He can do this with: 

Al: 10Wd2 239 
A2: 10 Bel 243 

Less effective set-ups are: 

1) 10 Bbl &xd4 11 JLx d4 i.c6 12 
#d3 a5 13 f4 a4 14 b4 axb3 15 axb3 
Ba3 16 c5 e5 17 fxe5 dxe5 18 iLxe5 
lfxd3 19 JLxd3 £ld7 20 ±xg7 *xg7 
21 Jic4 £)xc5 22 e5 V 2 -V 2 Arnason- 
Petursson, Reykjavik 1984. 

2) 10 Bel?! a6 (10...&xd4 11 i.xd4 
Jkc6 12 iLfl? e5 13 i.e3 £)xe4 14 
£)xe4 jLxe4 15 1 i r d2, Casafus-R.Gar- 
cia, Villa Ballester 1986,15...i.c6! 16 
Badl e4 17 Af4 Ae5 T) 11 Bel S)xd4 
12 £xd4 Jkc6 13 Af3 &d7 14 £xg7 
*xg7 15 Wd4+ *g8 16 £>d5 a5 17 b3 
e5 ¥ Thorhallsson-Petursson, Akureyri 
1994. 


Al) 

10 Wd2 (D) 



If you intend to trade dark-squared 
bishops then this seems a tad inaccu¬ 
rate; White will often lose a tempo by 
checking or recapturing on d4. 

10...ftxd4 

Other moves don’t have such a 
good reputation and are not really part 
of the plan that we are covering in this 
chapter: 

1) 10...5)g4 (Black seems to lose 
too much dynamic potential with this 
move) 11 Jkxg4 Jkxg4 12 Bad (il¬ 
logical is 12 £>xc6 bxc613 iLh6 Axh6 
14 *xh6 iLe6 15 b3 Wa5 16 Bad 
#e5 17 f4 1 H r d4+ = Sax-Miles, Linares 
1983) 12...£>xd4 (or 12..JLd7 13 £>d5 
£)xd4 14 Axd4 .4x6 15 &.xg7 tf?xg7 
16 Bc3 f6 17 Bh3 ± De Roode-Har- 
toch, Wijk aan Zee 1986) 13 iLxd4 
i.e6 14 f4 £xd4+ 15 Wxd4 WcS 16 
b3 f6 17 5)d5 i.xd5 18 #xd5+ *g7 
19 c5! dxc5 20 Bxc5 e6 21 Wc4 #e8 
22 e5 f5 23 Bdl Bf7 24 Bd6 Bd8 25 
Bc7 Bfd7 26 Bdxd7+ Bxd7 27 Wb5 
1-0 Pachman-Gunnarsson, VmjaCka 
Banja 1967. 



240 


Accelerated Dragons 


2) 10..M&5 11 f3 Bfc8 12 Bad 
£te5 13 b3 a6 14 Bfdl ± Smejkal- 
Barczay, TrenCianske Teplice 1979. 

3) 10...a6 11D and now: 

3a) ll...#a5 12£\b3 lfd813 Bfdl 
b6 14 Bad Bb8 15 'ifc’bl ± Petrosian- 
Velanainen, Nice OL 1974. 

3b) ll...Bb8 12 *hc2 (two other 
excellent methods are 12 &b3 JLe613 
Bfdl £>e5?! 14 £>d5 b5 15 cxb5 axb5 
16 Bad ±xd5 17 exd5 Wd7 18 £la5 
Bfc8 19 b4 ± Smejkal-Hdbert, Lu¬ 
cerne OL 1982, and 12 Bfcl b5 13 
cxb5 &xd4 14 Jkxd4 axb5 15 b4! 
Bb7?! 16 a4 bxa4 17 b5 £se8 18 Bxa4 
®c7 19 £xg7 *xg7 20 Ba7! ± Gallia- 
mova-Arakhamia, Azov worn IZ1990) 
12...b5 13 cxb5 axb5 14 £>xb5 £le8 15 
£>cd4 £&5 16 &c3 £>c7 17 Babl £le6 
18£lxe6iLxe619 £k!5 and Black was 
a pawn down for nothing in Stohl- 
Sygulski, Potsdam 1985. 

3c) ll...Bc8 12 Bad £>xd4 13 
iLxd4 Ae614 b3 Wa5 15 Bc2 £>d7 16 
iLxg7 ± Smejkal-Diez del Corral, 
Skopje OL 1972. 

3d) ll...Be812Bfdlflb813 Bad 
&xd414 £xd4 #a5 (14...b515 c5! b4 
16 £xf6 Axf6 17 «M5 ±) 15 a3! i.e6 
16 b4 Wd8 17 £la4 b5 18 cxb5 ib3 
(18...axb5 19 £>c3 *fd7 20 e5 dxe5 21 
iLxe5 tta7+ 22 Wd4 ±) 19 £>c3 Axdl 
20 #xdl axb5 21 Axb5 £>d7 22 ±xg7 
&xg7 23 1 i r d4+, Ki.Georgiev-Smej- 
kal, Dubai OL 1986. White’s passed 
pawns on the queenside should win 
the game for him. 

4) 10...£le8 11 £>d5 &c7 12 £>b5 
&e6 13 Badl b6 14 b4 with a clear 
plus for White, Panchenko-Varlamov, 
USSR 1977. 

5) 10...Bc8 11 f3 a6 transposes to 
‘3c’. 


6) 10...a5 is the Larsen idea, dis¬ 
cussed above. 

11 &xd4 Jkc6 (D) 

Making way for the knight, which 
intends to go to c5 via d7. Not nearly 
so good is ll.JtfaS 12 Bfdl Bfc8 13 
&xf6 A.xf6 14 £>d5 Wxd2 15 &xf6+ 
*g7 16 £)h5+ gxh5 17 Bxd2 ± Bot- 
vinnik-Lombardy, Beverwijk 1969. 

For 1 l...a6 12 f3 $Lc6 see note ‘ 1’ to 
Black’s 12th move. 



12 f3 

Black was threatening to snatch the 
e4-pawn with 12...e5. Another way to 
guard e4 is 12 J&.d3!? and now: 

1) 12...a6 13 Bfel Bb8 14 a4 (Ro- 
gofif suggests 14 ?M5 Jkxd5 (14,..4kl7 
15 Jl.xg7 *xg7 16 Badl ±) 15 exd5 
b5 16lfe2±) 14...a5 15&d5?&d7 16 
JLx g7 *xg7 17 Be3 e5! 18 Bh3 h5 19 
£>c 3 £>c5 20 £c2 #e7 21 Bdl Bbd8 22 
Be3 b6 23 b3 Bd7 ¥ Rogoff-Larsen, 
Biel IZ 1976. 

2) 12...£kl7 13 i.xg7 *xg7 14 
Bfel a5 15 Be3 &f6 16 Bdl a4 17 
£kl5 e618 £>b4 Wa5 19 &c2 Bfd8 20 
Wc3 e5 21 h3 *c5 22 b3 axb3 23 axb3 
Ba3 24 Wd2 Wa5 25 &xc6 '/ 2 -V 2 Kas- 
parov-Koch, Evry simul 1989. 
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3) 12...a5 13 Bfel (Mikhalchishin 
suggests 13 Bael!? 4)d7 14 iLxg7 
*xg7 15 f4 followed by f5) 13...£>d7 
(a very good alternative is 13...Be8 14 
Sadi a4 15 &d5 £ld7 16 jLxg7 *xg7 

17 b4 axb3 18 axb3 e5 19 jLc2 &c5 20 
b4 4te6 21 £ic3 £M4 ¥ Mortensen- 
Larsen, Aalborg (2) 1989) 14 jLxg7 
'ifexg7 15 Se3?! (White has greater 
chances of obtaining an advantage if 
he chooses a slower build-up with 15 
&fl £>c5 16 b3 followed by Sabi, a3, 
and b4) 15...£>f6?! (better is 15...&c5 
16 jLfl {16 Bh3 h5 17 Sxh5 gxh5 18 
#g5+ is a draw} 16...f6 17 b3 Sf7 18 
Sbl e5 19 a3 f5 20 exf5 gxf5 21 b4 f4 
with an unclear position - analysis by 
Beliavsky) 16 Bdl Wb6 17 £ki5 jLxd5 

18 exd5 Sfe8 19 jLfl ! Wb4 20 Wd4 a4 
21 b3 t Beliavsky-Hjartarson, Barce¬ 
lona 1989. 

Even though Geller has tried the 
artificial-looking 12 iLf3!? it is not 
likely to find many followers: 12...a5 
13 Sfel £kd7 14 Axg7 *xg7 15 Se3 
£lc5 16 Sael f6 17 jLdl e5 18 Sh3 
We 1 19 b3 *h8 20 a3 b6 21 &d5 
Axd5 22 cxd5 f5 23 exf5 gxf5 24 
JLc2, Geller-Abramovid, New York 
1990, and now Abramovil claims that 

24...Sae8 leads to an equal position. 

12...M 

Other tries are: 

1) 12...a6 (this and the next are rare 
and inferior) 13 b4! 4k8 14 Bad 
±xd4+ 15 #xd4 ± Lengyel-Wade, 
Solngen 1969. 

2) 12...£>h5?! 13 JLxg7 £>xg7 14 
f4 f5 15 jLd3 Wa5 16 Sael e6 17 Sf2 
Sad8 18 a3 Wcl 19 We3 b6 20 iLfl 
with a distinct advantage for White, 
Ivkov-Velez, Havana Capablanca mem 
1985. 


3) If Black is afraid that White will 
play b2-b4, then he can place his pawn 
on a5 immediately. This will usually 
transpose into the main lines but it 
may also retain a flavour of its own. 
After 12...a5 (D) White has: 



3a) 13 4M5 jLxd5 14 cxd5 £id7 15 
Bad ±xd4+ 16 Wxd4 Bc8 17 jLb5 
Bxcl 18 Bxcl &c5 19 <^>hl Wb6 20 
a4 Bc8 21 h3 WdS 22 We3, Reshev- 
sky-H0i, Reykjavik 1984, and now 

22.. .£kl7 would have been equal. 

3b) 13 *hl £kl7 (13...a4?l 14 b4! 

axb3 15 axb3 Wcl 16 b4 b617 Wb2 ± 
Torre-Kagan, Rio de Janeiro IZ 1979) 
14 iLxg7 *xg7 with the following 
possibilities: 

3bl) 15 b3 Wb6 16 £ki5 JixdS 17 
exd5 Bae8 18 f4 £lf6 19 jLf3 e6! 20 
dxe6 Bxe6 = Hansen-Hpi, Naestved 
1985. 

3b2) 15 Bael Wb6 16 jLd3 &e5 
17 JLe2 Wc5 18 b3 5M7 19 f4 *h8 20 
jLg4 e6! 21 Be3 a4! 22 f5 axb3 23 
axb3 £rf6 24 jLdl and now instead of 

24.. .We5?, which allows the trick 25 
£ki5!, Poiugaevsky-Ivkov, Vinkovci 
1976, Black should play 24...Bal with 
a slight edge. 
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3b3) 15 f4 a4! (more accurate than 

15...£\c5 16 £f3 {or 16 Ag4 e5?! 17 
f5 f6 18 #e2 ± Chandler-Petursson, 
Chicago 1983} 16...a4 17Bael ±Karls- 
son-Wedberg, Eksjo 1980 and 15...f6 

16 Sadi £>c5 17#d4 b6 18 £f3 #b8 
19 Sd2 Sa7 20 JLg4 h5 21 £f3 Sd7 
22 We 3! 11)7 23 h4! ± Salov-Velimir- 
ovid, Szirak IZ 1987) 16 Sf3?! Ia5 

17 Sh3 4>g8 (intending to meet 18 f5 
with 18...1e5 19lh6lg7 ¥) 18 lei? 
(Hertneck recommends 18 if3! Ic5 
19 lei! Ixc4 20 lh4 £tf6 21 i.e2 
lc5 22 &b5 lh5 23 lf2) 18...f5 19 
jLf3 Sae8! ? A.Sokolov-Haik, Lu¬ 
cerne Wcht 1985. 

13 £xg7 

Either move with the b-pawn al¬ 
lows Black to trade queens and equal¬ 
ize immediately: 

1) 13 b4 £xd4+ 14 !xd4 lb6 15 
!xb6 4lxb6 16 Sfcl Sfc8 with an 
equal position, Vaganian-Mariotti, Len¬ 
ingrad 1977. 

2) 13 b3 i.xd4+ 14 lxd4 lb6 15 
!xb6 £ixb6 16 Sacl a5 17 Sfdl £>d7 

18 a3 Sfc8 V 2 -V 2 Rukavina-Ivkov, 
Yugoslav Ch (Subotica) 1984. 

13...*xg7 (D) 



14 £kl5 

White has also tried: 

1) 14 4>hl a5 15 f4 #b6 (the cor¬ 
rect way to handle this position is 

15.. .a4! followed by ...#a5; see the 
note to Black’s main line 12th move in 
which he varies with 12...a5) 16 Sael 
#b4 17 Hf3 Had8?!, Dolmatov-Gufeld, 
USSR 1985, and now 18 a3 Wc5 19 
£)d5 JLxd5 20 exd5 is ± according to 
Dolmatov. 

2) 14 f4 #66+! 15 *hl #c5 
(15...£)f6! 16 Af3 #05 is more accu¬ 
rate) 16 £M5! JLxd5 (according to 
Adorjan, Black’s best is 16...a5! 17 
£lxe7 £xe4 18 #c3+ £if6 19 Af3 
#b4! =) 17 b4! #b6 18 cxd5 a5 19 
Sabi i>g8! 20 bxa5, Adoijan-Velim- 
irovic, Budapest 1973, and now Ador¬ 
jan indicates that Black can draw with 

20.. .#xa5 21 #xa5 Sxa5 22 Sxb7 
Sxa2. 

3) 14 #d4+ igS (also adequate is 

14.. .f6 15 Sfdl #a5 16 Sacl #c5 17 
£ld5 *xd4+ 18 Sxd4 *f7 19 *f2 a5 
20 *e3 &c5 21 Scdl Sfd8 22 S4d2 
V 2 -V 2 Velikov-Popov, Bulgarian Ch 
1984) 15 b4 #b6 16 #xb6 £>xb6 17 
e5?! (17 Sfcl Sfc8 =) 17...dxe5 18 b5 
jLe8 19 c5 <ts&7 20 £ia4 £>f6 T. 

14.. .a5 15 f4 

ECO prefers the immediate 15 
Sadi. 

15.. .e5 16 Sadi £xd5 17 #xd5 
#b6+ 18 *hl #xb2 19 Bd2 #b4 

Black has a satisfactory position. 
After 20 #xd6 £rf6 21 #xb4 axb4 22 
fxe5 £>xe4 23 Bb2 Sfe8 24 A.f3 Bxe5 
25 jLxe4 Bxe4 26 Bxb4 Bxa2 27 
Sxb7 Sf2 28 *gl Sxfl+ 29 *xfl 
Bxc4, Gufeld-Honfi, Vmjadka Banja 
1976, Black played on for a while but 
the draw was inevitable. 
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A2) 

lOflcl (D) 



If White intends to trade the dark- 
squared bishops, then this is more ac¬ 
curate than 10 ttd2. 

10...£>xd4 

Angantysson-Petursson, Reykjavik 
Open 1984 saw Black try the unusual 

10.. .£te5?! with the continuation 11 f3 
Sc8 12 Wb3 (12 b3 is also very good) 

12.. .£c6 13 Sfdl b6 14 £g5?! h6 15 
Ah4 g5 16 ±g3 *hh5 17 £>f5 £>g6 and 
now White got carried away with 18 
c5?? bxc5 19 £xd6?? exd6 20 Hxd6 
Wb6 21 Hxg6 #xb3 22 Hxh6 #b7 
and of course Black won. We don’t 
feel there is much danger of 10...£>e5 
becoming popular. 

Playing for a ...b5 advance doesn’t 
work very well either: 10...a6 11 f3 
Sb8 (ll...b51?-{ll...Vb6 12 »b3! 
«xb3 13 £>xb3 ±] 12 a3 bxc413 £xc4 
Wb6 {better is 13...£>xd4 14 Axd4 a5 
±} 14 £>a4! #b7 15 £>xc6 J.xc6 16 
£fo6, Karolyi Honfi-Dely, Budapest 

1983 and now 16_&.h6! 17 ^.xh6 

tfxb6+ 18 Sfehl is ± according to 
Honfi) 12 £>b3 £e6 13 £>d5 $M7 14 


Wd2 b6 15 £>d4 £>xd4 16 Axd4 ± 
Buki6-Doda, Tuzla 1979. 

10...a5 is the Larsen idea, discussed 
on p.238. 

Ili.xd4l.c6 ' 

' ll...i.h6!? deserves serious con¬ 

sideration: 12 Hc2 e5 13 i.e3 i.xe3 
14 fxe3 l.c6 15 i.d3 a5 16 Hcf2 £>d7 
17 Wg4 £ic5 18 Ac2 £d7 19 Wdl 
i.e6 ¥ Merenyi-Winants, Belgian in¬ 
terteam Ch 1996. 

12 f3 

12 i.f3 is harmless: 12...£>d7 13 
Hel a5 14 &xg7 *xg7 15 Wd4+ f6 16 
i.g4 V 2 -V 2 Pavlov-Kagan, Netanya 
1983. 

12 Wd3 is an excellent alternative: 

1) In Smyslov-Karlsson, Las Pal¬ 
mas IZ 1982, Black tried to annoy his 
opponent with 12...ih6 13 Scdl i.g7 
but after 14 b4 b6 15 f4 e6 16 i.f3 
White’s advantage in territory guaran¬ 
teed him the better chances. 

2) The same lack of breathing room 
befalls Black after 12...£id7 13 i.xg7 
*xg7 14 b4 £>f6 (14...*g8 15 #e3 b6 
16 a3 a5 17 £>d5 fla7 18 flfdl He8 19 
h4 axb4 20 axb4 e6 21 £>c3 d5 22 
exd5 exd5 23 Wd4 dxc4 24 i.xc4 Sf8 
25 £ib5 1-0 Rukavina-Barlov, Vrbas 
1982) 15 *hl a5 16 b5 Jidl 17 f4 
i.e6 18 Wd4 *g8 19 f5 i.c8 20 Hcdl 
± Smyslov-Golz, Polanica Zdroj 1968. 

3) 12...a5 (D) (it’s a good idea to 
stake out some space on the queenside 
before White claims it all for himself 
with b2-b4) and now White has tried 
several different piece set-ups: 

3a) 13 Hfdl 4M7 (13...a4 allows 
White to rip open the centre to his ad¬ 
vantage with 14 c5! dxc5 15 £xc5 
£>d7 16 #e3! He8 17 Aa3 Wb8 18 
£>d5 ±xd5 19 fixd5 £>e5 20 h3 ± 
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Levy-Kagan, Tel-Aviv 1973) 14iLxg7 
d?xg7 15 #<14+ <£g8 16 Jfi.g4 (Levy 
gives 16 f4 Wb6 17 #xb6 £>xb6 18 
&d5 Axd5 19 cxd5 ±) 16...£>f617 h3! 
with an edge for White since 17...a4 
18 &d5 &xd5 19 cxd5 #a5 20 Bc3 
leaves White in control of the open c- 
file, Greenfeld-Kagan, Netanya 1983. 

3b) 13 c5 dxc5 14 &xc5 #xd3 15 
i.xd3 Bfd8 16 Bfdl *f8 17 f3 i.h6 
18 Bbl £kT7 = Byme-Petursson, Reyk¬ 
javik 1980. 

3c) 13 f4 a4 (13...£>d7 14 &xg7 
*xg7 15 *hl f6 16 Bcdl #e8 17 
#d4 is a little better for White though 
Black eventually managed to equalize 
in Timman-Wedberg, Amsterdam 1984, 
after 17...#f718 b3 Bfd819 Bd2 £)c5 
20#e3 {20 J.g4!?} 20...#e6! 21 Af3 
Bdc8 22 #e2 Bf8 23 Bel Bab8 24 
We3 b6) 14 *hl #a5 15 #e3 £k!7 16 
±xg7 *xg7 17 Ag4 #c5! 18 #e2 
£>f6 19 &h3 e5 20 f5 (20 £ki5 exf4! 
21 £>xf6 <4>xf6 22 Bxf4+ *g7 ¥) 
20...g5 21 Ag4 h6 22 h4 Bh8 23 
i.h5 *f8 24 &d5 i.xd5 25 cxd5 #a5 
26 Bc4 b5 27 Bc3 *e7 28 Bfcl Ba7 
29 Jif3 Bd7 30 a3 Bb8 31 Bc6 #d8! 
32 #el #g8 33 #b4 Bbd8 34 Jie2 
gxh4 35 B6c3 #g5 36 i.xb5 Bg8 and 


Black is winning, P.Cramling-Peturs- 
son, Reykjavik 1984. 

3d) 13 £ki5 e6 (this favours White, 
so Black should try either 13...iLxd5 

14 exd5 £ld7 or 13...S)d7 14 i.xg7 
*xg7 15 #d4+ e5 16 #e3 J.xd5 17 
cxd5 £lc5 18 Bc2 #b6 19 Bfcl f6 20 
h4 #b4 21 Ad3 Bf7 22 #e2 Baf8, 
when White is a little better but Black 
has a very solid position, Hiibner-Ull- 
rich, Bundesliga 1982/3) 14 £)c3 a4 

15 Bfdl #a5 16 a3! Bfd8 17 #e3 Bd7 
18 Bc2 (18 &b6 Ah6!) 18...#d8 19 
Ab6 Wf8 20 #f4 tf± Romanishin- 
G.Kuzmin, USSR 1980. 

Evidently 12 #d3 is a good choice 
for White. 

12...a5 (D) 

One reason why 10 Be 1 is more ac¬ 
curate than 10 #d2 is that 12...£ld7? 
is now an error due to 13 b4! &xd4+ 

14 #xd4 Wb6? (14...b6 keeps Black 
in the game) 15 #xb6 5)xb6 16 e5! 
dxe5 17 b5 Ae8 18 c5 £>d7 19 £>d5 e6 
20 £>e7+ *g7 21 c6 bxc6 22 bxc6 
£)b6 23 c7 Jld7 24 Bfdl i.a4 25 Bd6 
*f6 26 Bxb6 *xe7 27 Bb7 *f6 28 
Bcbl ±c6 29 Bb8 Bc8 30 Bel! and 
White won in Razuvaev-Honfi, Cien- 
fuegos 1976. 

A rare sideline is 12...#a5 13 a3 
Bfc8 (13..JUi6!? 14 Bbl e5 15 JLf2 
#c7 16 b4 b6 17 g3 £>h5 18 £>d5 was 
also in White’s favour in Cebalo-Afifi, 
Budva 1981) 14 #d2 £ke8 15 Ae3 
£)c7 16 Bc2 £>e6 17 Bdl ±/± Bala- 
shov-Panno, Lone Pine 1977. 

13 b3 

Other moves: 

1) 13 #d2 is easy for Black to 
handle: 13...£kl7 (13...a4!? intending 
...#a5 and meeting 14 b4 by 14...axb3 

15 axb3 #a5 seems better) 14 iLxg7 
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*xg7 15 Wd4+ 4>g8 16 Bc2 (16 f4 
Wb6 17 Wxb6 £>xb618 £kl5 ±xd5 19 
cxd5 Bfc8 is also nothing for White, 
though Black pressed too hard in Cam- 
pora-Larsen, Buenos Aires 1993 and 
ended up losing) 16...#66 = Ivkov- 
Velimirovid, Vrbas 1980. 

2) Also harmless is 13 &hl a4 14 
Wd2 Wa5 15 Bfdl Bfc8 16 Bc2 &d7 
17 £xg7 *xg7 18 Bdcl £>f6 19 Wd4 
Wg5 20 Bfl Sa5 21 JLd3 Wc5 22 
Wxc5 Bxc5 23 Bfcl g5 T Wedberg- 
Kagan, Randers Z 1982. 

3) For those looking for something 
with a bit more punch, the surprising 

13 c5! ?, with which White strikes at the 
centre before Black can play ...33d7, 
comes into consideration: 

3a) 13...d5?! 14 e5 is good for 
White. 

3b) 13...dxc5?! 14 jLxc5 favours 
White too. 

3c) 13...iLh6 is an interesting idea: 

14 cxd6!? (14 Bc2 e5 =) 14...±xcl 15 
dxe7 Wxe7 16 Wxcl with good com¬ 
pensation according to Damljanovid. 

3d) 13...e5!? 14 ±e3 (better than 
14 £f2, which allows Black instant 
equality with 14..JLh6! 15 Bc2 d5 16 
j6.h4 d4; Shirov-Damljanovid, Manila 


IZ 1990 continued 17 £)b5 JLe3+ 18 
*hl g5 19 JLf2 Jixf2 20 Bxf2 &e8 21 
a4 We7 22 JLc4 <*>h8 23 Wd2 Wxc5 24 
Wxg5 f6 25 Wh6 We7 26 f4 &g7 27 
jLd5 Bad8 28 iLxc6 d3 and Black had 
an excellent position) 14...d5 15 J&.g5! 
(15 exd5 i.xd5! {15...^xd5 16 £ixd5 
i.xd5 17 i.c4 JLxc4 18 Wxd8 Bfxd8 
19 Bxc4 Bd3 20 &f2 is a tiny bit better 
for White according to Damljanovic) 
16 Wei! Ac6 17 Bdl We7 18 Wh4 

4)d5 = - analysis by Damljanovid) 

15.. .dxe4?! (15...d4 16 £lb5 is a little 
better for White according to Fili¬ 
penko) 16 Wxd8 Bfxd8 17 fxe4 £)xe4 
18 £>xe4 A.xe419 i.xd8 Bxd8 20 ±c4 
Sd7 21 Bcdl (21 a3!?) 21...Bxdl 22 
Bxdl £f8 23 Bd8+ *g7 24 Bc8 &c6 

25 Bc7 £xc5+ 26 *fl g5 27 Bxf7+ 
i>g6 28 Sc7 ± Filipenko-Rausis, Al- 
bena 1989. 

13...£>d7 

Deserving of serious attention is 

13.. JLh6!? 14 Bc2 (the other rook move 
also appears satisfactory for Black: 14 
Bbl £ld7 15 a3 £>c5 16 b4 axb4 17 
axb4 £>e618 i.f2 Ba3 19 Bb3 jLa4 20 
£)xa4 Bxa4 21 c5 Ba2 22 A.c4 Bd2 23 
Wbl Wc8 24 Bd3 Bxd3 25 Wxd3 dxc5 

26 &xe6 fxe6 27 bxc5 Bd8 28 Wb3 
£.g7 29 Bdl V 2 -V 2 Zeli6-Velimirovi6, 
Belgrade GMA 1988) 14...4ld7 15 
*hl £>c5 16 £>d5 Ag7 17 jLxg7 (17 
&gl!?- Veli5kovi6) 17...<4?xg7 18 Bd2 
.&xd5 19 Bxd5 Wb6 ¥ Nunn-Velim- 
irovid, Szirak IZ 1987. 

14 £xg7 

14 a3 jLxd4+15 Wxd4 &c516 Bbl 
e5 17 We3 £>e6 18 £>b5 l.xb5 19 cxb5 
«M4 20 i.c4 a4 21 f4 *g7 22 f5 f6 23 
bxa4 Bxa4 24 jLd5 Wa5 is the type of 
thing that White wants to avoid, Liv- 
erios-Donaldson, Athens 1980. 
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14...4xg715 4hl 

Usually 15 #44+ is given as a bet¬ 
ter move but after 15...4g8 (another 
interesting plan is 15...f616 flfd 1 £)c5 

17 fibl WbS 18 £fl Hd8 19 We3 e5 
20 fld2 £>e6 21 flbdl b6 22 g3 fla7 23 
J.h3 *hg5 24 &g2 £>e6 ‘/ 2 -V 2 Dokh- 
oian-Glek, Bad Godesberg 1994) 16 
Hfdl Wb6 (not 16...£)c5? 17 e5 Wb6 

18 exd6 exd6 19 fibl with a clear ad¬ 
vantage to White, Andersson-Chris- 
tiansen, Hastings 1978/9) 17 Wxb6 
£>xb6 18 f4 £>d7 followed by 19...£lc5 
White has nothing significant, Ein- 
gom-Vaisman, USSR 1978. 

15„.Wb6 16 fibl Wc5 

White is better after 16...Wb4 17 
Wcl ! followed by a3. 

17 Wcl f5 18 exf5 fixf5 

The game is even. In Arnason- 
Garcia Martinez, Buenos Aires OL 
1978, the continuation was 19 f4?! (19 
a3 gives equal play) 19...£)f6 20 JLf3 
fif8 21 iLxc6 bxc6 22 Wei e5 23 £&4 
(Black wins after 23 fxe5 fixfl+ 24 
Wxfl 5)g4, etc.) 23...Wa7 24 c5 d5 25 
fxe5 fixfl+ 26 Wxfl £>e4 27 Wei We7 
28 We3 Wxe5 29 4gl d4 30 Wd3 £rf2 
31 Wg3 We2 and Black was winning. 

B) White keeps the 
dark-squared bishops 
on the board 

He can do this with: 

Bl: lOficl 246 

B2: 10 Wd2 248 

10 4hi is not very fearsome after 

10...£)xd4 11 £xd4 ±c6 12 f3 a5 13 
£>d5 £>d7 14 f4 e5 15 £e3 V 2 -V 2 
Sosonko-Seirawan, Zurich 1984. 


Bl) 

lOficl 

If the intention is to retain dark- 
squared bishops then this is not con¬ 
sidered to be the most accurate treat¬ 
ment. Nevertheless, Black still has 
several problems to solve. 

10.. .£>xd4 11 JLxd4 £c6 12 f3 a5 

13 b3 

After 13 c5,13...e5 14 £e3! d5 15 
i.g5 d4 16 £>b5 h6 17 Ah4 ± was To- 
dorovi6-Abramovi6, Yugoslavia 1992. 
One possible improvement is 13...dxc5 

14 JLxc5 5M7 15 Ae3 a4. 

13.. .£>d7 (D) 



14 JLe3! 

Since the exchange of dark-squared 
bishops can leave White weak on the 
dark squares, this move is recognized 
as White’s most dangerous plan. 

Another idea is 14 £.f2£>c5 15 Wd2 
though in Emst-Petursson, Debrecen 
Echt 1992, White failed to get any¬ 
thing significant: 15...Wb6 16 5)b5 
flfci 17 fifdl Wd8 18 £>d4 Wf8 19 
fibl Ad7 20 iLe3 i.e5 21 4hl Wg7 
22 Ah6 Wh8 23 £e 3 Wg7 24 £h6 
Wh8 25 i.e3 V 2 -V 2 . 
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14.. .6c5 

14.. .£e5!? IS Wd2e6 16£>b5£>c5 
17 £ig5 V 2 -V 2 Adoijan-Haik, Cannes 
1986. 

15 a3! (D) 

Most forcing. Black must now take 
measures against White’s b3-b4 ad¬ 
vance. The quieter 15 &I 1 I is too slow 
to cause Black any serious problems. 
Martinovid-Velimirovid, Yugoslavia 
1976 continued 15...Wb616 5)b5 &fc8 
17 Wd2 Wd8 18 Bfdl b619£>c3 Wd7 
20 M4 Wb7 21 i.xg7 <4>xg7 22 Bel 
Bd8 23 We3 e5 24 Bcdl £>e6 25 Bd2 
£>d4 26 Sxd4 exd4 27 Wxd4+ f6 =. 

For 15 Wd2 see variation B2. 



15...b6 

Black accepts that he is unable to 
prevent b3-b4 so he sets up a barri¬ 
cade, planning on taking over the a- 
file when White advances. Less satis¬ 
factory is 15...Wb6?! 16 £>b5 Mb5 
17 cxb5 Wd8 18 Jb c4 £kl7 (18...i.b2 
19 Bc2 J.xa3 20 jLh6 is terrible for 
Black) 19Bf2 tde5 20 MS Wd7 21 b6 
Bfc8 22 Bfc2 Bxc2 23 Wxc2 Bf8 24 
Wd2 a4 25 Bc7, with a winning posi¬ 
tion for White, Marjanovid-Kagan, 
Skara Echt 1980. 


A new idea from the ever-creative 
Larsen is 15...h5!? 16 *hl *h7 17 b4 
axb4 18 axb4 Ba3 19 bxc5 Mc3 20 
cxd6 exd6 21 M2 £.gl 22 l.b4 Ba2 
23 c5 Ba4 24 Wei dxc5 25 Mc5 Be8 
26 M4 f5 27 i.H Be5 28 Wg3 Wf6 
29 iLb3 Bxc5! 30 Bxc5 Bal! + Emst- 
Larsen, Ostersund Z 1992. 

16 Wc2 

White can also advance immedi¬ 
ately with 16 b4 axb4 17 axb4: 

1) 17...Ba3 18 bxc5 ±xc3 19 jLh6! 
bxc5 20 Bxc3 Bxc3 21 Wal is win¬ 
ning for White. 

2) 17...£la418 £>xa4 M&4 19 Wd3 
is minimally better for White. 

3) 17...£\d7 18 Wb3. 

16.. .Wb8 

16.. .Ba7 is a slightly different de¬ 
fensive set-up: 17 Bbl Wa8 18 Bfcl 
Bb8 19 i.fl h5 20 Wf2 4>h7 21 £ib5 
&xb5 22 cxb5 M6 23 £xh6 <4>xh6 24 
i.c4 Bf8 25 M5 Wd8 26 b4 axb4 27 
axb4 ± Donaldson-G.Taylor, Vancou¬ 
ver 1981. 

17 Bcdl Bc8 18 

White is a little better since Black is 
unable to undertake anything active. 
Black is forced to set up a defensive 
ball and wait for White to commit 
himself. Naturally this leaves Black 
with very few winning chances; a draw 
will satisfy him. Van der Wiel-Peturs- 
son, Biel IZ 1985 continued 18...Ba7 
(dreaming of ...Bd7 and ...b5) 19 a4 
£xd5?! (better is 19...Bd7 20 £.g5 
iLxd5 21 exd5 Scc7 followed by 
...Wf8 with a defensible position) 20 
Bxd5 e6 21 Bd2 e5 22 Bd5 Bd7 23 
i.dl Be8 24 Wd2 Wd8 25 M2 £>e6 
26 b4! axb4 27 Wxb4 (27 a5 bxa5 28 
M4 might be preferable) 27...5M4 28 
M3 Wa8 29 Bal h5 30 i.xd4 exd4 31 
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SbS Wd8 32 2xb6 Wg5 33 Wei We3+ 
34 Wxe3 dxe3 35 fiel Ac3 36 He2 
fic8 and Black held on to the half¬ 
point. 

B2) 

10ffd2 

If White intends to avoid a trade of 
dark-squared bishops, then this is the 
most accurate move. 

10.. .£xd411 £xd4 ±c6 12 f3 &d7 

12.. .a5!? is also possible and usu¬ 
ally just transposes into the main line 
of this section. Sometimes though, the 
play can become distinctive from the 
main lines: 

1) 13 b3 and now: 

la) 13...£kl7 14 £f2!? *hc5 15 
Sabi (D) is interesting. 



The idea is that after the typical 
move 1 5..Mb6 White can now play the 
immediate 16 a3! since 16...£>xb3 17 
Wdl ! wins for White. This forces Black 
to retreat (after 16 a3!) but, even so, 
his position still turns out to be quite 
playable, while other 15th moves have 
not achieved especially good results 
for Black. Thus we consider: 


lal) 15...f5 (loosening) 16 exf5 
gxf5 17 a3 (17 Adi e5 18 Ac2 We719 
Sbdl 5ad8 20 £>d5 Axd5 21 Wxd5+ 
*h8 22 Axf5! b6 23 Ac2 led to a 
quick win for White in R.Scherbakov- 
Haik, Metz 1994) 17...*h8 18 b4 axb4 
19 axb4 £)a4 20 &xa4 V 2 -V 2 Bagirov- 
Yudasin, USSR Ch (Moscow) 1991. 
However, Nunn feels that this final po¬ 
sition is in White’s favour: 20...Bxa4 

21 b5 Ad7 22 c5 dxc5 23 Ax c5. 

Ia2) 15...Wc716Sfcl Bfc8 17 Adi 

Wd8 18 a3 b6 19 b4 axb4 20 axb4 
CM! 21 Ab3 Wf8 22 Ae3 ± Renet- 
Spangenberg, Buenos Aires 1994. 

Ia3) 15...e6 16 £>b5 Ae5 17 £>d4 
Wf6, Hellers-Cebalo, Debrecen Echt 
1992, 18 g3! favours White because 

18...Axe4 19 fxe4 £>xe4 20 We3 £>xf2 
fails to 21 4)c2! - analysis by Nunn. 

Ia4) 15...Wb616a3!Wd8 with the 
following possibilities: 

la4a) 17 fifcl a4! would make 
Black happy. 

Ia4b) 17 Adi b6 (17...Wb8 18 Ac2 
Sc8 19 a4 IIc7 20 libel Wf8 21 f4 e6 

22 Axc5 dxc5 23 e5 f6 24 Wd6 We7 
25 &b5 Axb5 26 Wxe7 Bxe7 27 exf6 
Axc4 28 fxe7 Axfl 29 Hxe6 *f7 30 
e8W+ fixe8 31 Hxe8 <4>xe8 32 *xfl 
V 2 -V 2 Gi.Hemandez-Petursson, Linares 
1994) 18 b4 £>d7 19 Ab3 ± Wells- 
McElligott, Dublin Z 1993. 

Ia4c) 17 Sfdl Se8 18 Afl Ae5 19 
£>e2 £ie6 20 fibcl Wb8 21 Ab6 *hc5 
22 flbl 2a6 23 Axc5 dxc5 24 g3 Ag7 
25 We3 b6 26 Ag2 Wb7 27 a4 Haa8 
28 2d3 2ad8 29 Sbdl fixd3 30 2xd3 
e6 31 e5 h5 32 £k:3 V 2 -V 2 1.Gurevich- 
Petursson, St Martin 1993. 

Ia4d) 17 b4 axb4 18 axb4 2a3 
(18...5)a4 19 5)xa4 Bxa4 20 Bfcl 
Wa8 gave Black a very comfortable 
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game in Amason-Larsen, Ostersund Z 
1992) 19 £>b5 JLxb5 20 bxc5 i.c6 21 
cxd6 exd6 22 Bfdl JLeS 23 c5 i.a4 24 
cxd6 i.xdl 25 Sxdl Wf6 = Savon- 
Larsen, Palma de Mallorca 1989. 

lb) 13...£\h5?! 14 £.e3 f5 15 exf5 
gxf5 16 f4 £if6 (16...£xc3 17 Wxc3 
£>f6 18 JLd4 4ie4 19 We3 ±) 17 Sadi 
HO 18 Af3 Wf8?! 19 £ld5! ±xd5 20 
&xd5! £>xd5 21 Wxd5Wc8? (21...a4! 
22 b4 Wc8 23 c5 ±) 22 a4! ± Kavalek- 
Larsen, Reykjavik 1986. 

lc) 13...ae8 14 afdl 5M7 15 £.e3 
£lc5 16 Bad Wb6 17 £>b5 Bec8 18 
Wei £xb5 19 cxb5 i.h6 20 JLc4 
Jk.xe3+ 21 Wxe3 e6 22 Bc2 a4 23 acd2 
Bd8 24 h4 axb3 25 axb3 Sa3 V 2 -V 2 
Amason-Karlsson, Helsinki 1986. 

2) 13 Bad a4 14 £)b5? £>d7 15 
i.e3 Wa5 16 Wc2 Efc8 17 £kd4 £k:5 18 
afdl JLd7 19 JLfl 20 Wf2 £>xd4 
21 JLxd4 JLe 6 22 Bc3 £.xd4 23 Wxd4 
Wb4 24 a3 Wc5 25 Wxc5 Bxc5 and 
Black has all the chances in this end¬ 
game, Horvath-Haik, PanCevo 1985. 

13 ±e3 aS 14 b3 

The accurate move since White can 
now meet an ...a5-a4 advance with 
b3-b4 and not have to worry about an 
en passant capture. White has also 
played: 

1) 14 Bad and now: 

la) 14...&C5 15 Bc2 (15 b3!) 

15.. .a4! 16 Bbl (16 Bfcl?? drops the 
exchange to 16...£)b3!, as in Cabrilo- 
Ivkov, Yugoslav Ch 1976) 16...Be8 17 
Afl b6 18 Wf2 (18 £>e2!? intending 
4)d4 and b4 is a serious alternative) 

18.. .fla7 19 Bdl Bd7 20 £id5?! (20 
&e2!? may giVe White a small pull) 

20.. .e6! 21 £lb4 (both 21 Sk3 f5 22 
exf5 gxf5 and 21 £)f4 JLh6!? followed 
by ...e5 are unclear) 21...Jtb7 22 Bcd2 


a3 23 bxa3 Ac3! 24 Bc2 JLf6 with 
good play for Black, Gavrikov-Seiper, 
Irkutsk 1986. 

lb) 14...a4! (seizing his chance) 15 
£>d5 (15 b4 axb3 16 axb3 Wa5 is all 
right for Black according to FtaCnik) 

15...Be8 16 Bc2 £>c5 17 Bdl (17 Wei 
e6!?) 17...Wa5 18 JLg5 Wxd219Bdxd2 
JLxd5 20 cxd5 JLf6 21 JLxf6 exf6 22 
Bd4 Be5 (22...*f8!?) 23 Bb4 f5 24 
Bb6 Bd8 25 exf5 Bxf5 26 i.c4 Be5 27 
*f2 Be7 28 b4 axb3 29 axb3 Bc7 30 
Ba2 iTS = Kristiansen-Larsen, Co¬ 
penhagen 1985. 

2) 14 Bfdl £)c5 15 Bad a4 16 
Bc2 Be8 17 4ld5 Wa5 18 Bbl *f8 19 
'i'O Bec8 20 Wxa5 Bxa5 is comfort¬ 
able for Black, Pekarek-Spiridonov, 
Prague 1985. 

14...£lc5 (D) 



15 Babl! 

In our opinion, this is White’s most 
accurate treatment of the position. 
White intends a quick a3 and b4. Pre¬ 
viously 15 Bad was played: 

1) 15...Wb6 and now: 

la) 16 &d5 JLxd5 17 cxd5 Wb4 18 
Bc2 Wxd219 ±xd2 e6 20 dxe6 Jk.d4+ 
21 &hl fxe6 22 i.c4 *g7 23 Bdl e5 
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gave Black a playable game in Fedoro- 
wicz-Haik, Cannes 1987. 

lb) 16 Hc2 Hc8 17 fibl »d8 18 
Heel Ae5 19 Adi e6 20 a3 *fh4 21 
g3 Wei 22 b4 axb4 23 axb4 £>a4 24 
£)xa4 Axa4 25 Ae2 Ae8 26 Hb3 Ha4 
= Vilela-Ivkov, Havana Capablanca 
mem 1985. 

lc) 16Hbll r b4!?17flfcla4with 
the intention of answering 18 bxa4 
with 18...Axc3 is an untested idea of 
FtaCnik’s. 

l d) 16 5)b5! (a strong move: White 
clogs up the queenside and then qui¬ 
etly prepares an advance there; with 
...fb6-b4 ruled out. Black must find 
his counterplay elsewhere) 16...fifc8 
(16...Axb5 17 cxb5 followed by Ac4 
and a3 is ±) 17 Hfdl WdS (D) and now: 



ldl) 18 Afl «ff8 19 &c3 b6 20 
£>d5 Hab8 21 Hbl Ae5 (or 21...Hb7 
22 b4 axb4 23 Hxb4 Axd5 24 cxd5 
Ha8 25 fidbl Wd8 26 Ab5 Ha3 27 Ad4 
Axd4+ 28 Wxd4 Wc7 29 Hlb2 Hba7 
30 Hc4 H7a5 31 h3 V 2 -V 2 de Firmian- 
Petursson, Reggio Emilia 1989/90) 22 
Ah6 Ag7 23 Ag5 Hb7 24 Bel £>e6 25 
Ae3 £>c5! was equal in Sax-Peturs- 
son, Reykjavik 1988. 


Id2) 18 Hc2 b6 19 Afl Wdl 20 
5)c3 Wb 7 21 Wf2 £>a6 22 Heel a4 is 
also adequate for Black, Karpov-Mar- 
iotti, Milan 1975. The continuation 
was 23 5)d5 Axd5 24 cxd5 axb3 25 
axb3 b5 26 f4 b4 27 Hc4 Hxc4 28 
Axc4 £>c7 29 We2 Ha5 30 Af2 £ib5 
31 Hcl 5)c3 32 Wd3 Wa8 33 g3 ‘/ 2 -V 2 . 

Id3) 18 £>d4 Wf8?! (other ways of 
playing the position are 18...Ad7 19 
Hbl 5)e6 20 £>xe6 Axe6 (Nunn feels 
it’s equal) 21 f4, and 18...b6 followed 
by ...Wd?; in both cases White is just a 
little better) 19 Hbl Af6 20 a3 Wgl 
(not good; Fta5nik gives 20...Ad7 21 
b4 axb4 22 axb4 5)e6 23 c5 dxc5 24 
5)xe6 Axe6 25 bxc5 Ha2 though 
White is still better due to his pressure 
against the b7-pawn) 21 b4 axb4 22 
axb4 $3e6 (22...$)a4 is plausible, but 
after 23 Hb3 intending Hal Black 
might find that his knight has gone too 
far) 23 £>xe6 fxe6 24 b5 Ae8 25 f4 
Af7 26 e5! dxe5 27 fxe5 Axe5 28 c5 
Ac3 29 #d3 We5 30 Af3 g5 31 Hb3 
Hxc5 32 Axc5 l r xc5+ 33 *hl Af6 
34 Axb7 and White is clearly win¬ 
ning, Nunn-Velimirovi6, Dubai OL 
1986. 

2) 15...Vb8 16 Adi Hc8 17 Hel 
b6 18 £>e2 b5 19 cxb5 Axb5 20 £>f4 
Wbl 21 Ae2 Axe2 22 Hxe2 Hc6 23 
Hc4 e6 24 Wdl Hac8 25 Hd2 Af8 = 
Milos-Velimirovi6, Szirak IZ 1987. 

3) 15...f5 16 exf5 gxf5 17 £>d5 (17 
f4!? Axc3!? 18 Wxc3 e6 gives Black 
play on e4) 17...Hf7 18 Hfdl b6! 19 
Ag5 Ha7 (Nunn calls it unclear) 20 
Ah4?! (better is 20 We3 Hb7 21 f4 h6 
22 Ah4 Af8 23 Ah5 ±) 20...#b8! 21 
Afl? (21 Ag3! =) 21...e6 22 &c3 (22 
5)f4? Ah6 T) 22...Had7 23 Hbl? Ae5 
T 24 *hl #a8! 25 &e2 f4 26 €)gl 
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Hf5 27 Ifel Hg7 28 a3 Hh5 29 Ad3 
in 30 Ac2 Wg8 and Black has a very 
strong attack, Vaganian-Yudasin, USSR 
Ch (Moscow) 1988. 

4) 15...b6 and then: 

4a) 16 Adi (rather lame) 16...e6 
17 Ae2 #e7 18 Ag5 f6 19 Af4 Itfd8 
20 Hfdl Hd7 21 Afl Had8 22 Wc2 f5 
= Vera-Sieiro, Cuban Ch 1984. 

4b) 16 Hfdl Ha7 17 Hbl #a8 18 
a3 Sb8 19 b4 axb4 20 axb4 &a4 21 
£>xa4 Sxa4 22 Ad4 Ha2 23 Hb2?! 
(going easy on Black; after 23 #e3! 
retains a small edge) 23...Axd4+ 24 
#xd4 &xb2 25 Wxb2 b5 26 cxb5 Axb5 
27 Axb5 Hxb5 V 2 -V 2 Gheorghiu-Smej- 
kal, Moscow 1981. 

4c) 16 fic2 Ha7 17 fibl WaS 18 
Af 1! (the start of a very effective plan) 

18...&b8 19 Wf2! (the point is that 
now White will play for a b4 advance 
which will expose the weakness on 
b6; White’s game is a bit better but 
Black’s solid position is not easy to 
break down) 19...e6 20 a3 fiab7 21 b4 
£>a4 22 £>xa4 Axa4 23 Bd2 Af8 24 
b5 and Black’s trapped bishop on a4 
will leave him with a hopeless posi¬ 
tion, Am.Rodriguez-Estevez, Cuban 
Ch 1984. 

Returning to the position after 15 
flabl (D): 

15.JVb6 

As was the case against 15 ZLacl, 
theplanof lS...!^, 16..JIfc8,17.Jtd8 
and 18...Wf8 is quite sturdy. Also pos¬ 
sible: 

1) 15...b6 is the ‘old standby’: 

la) 16 Adi Wb8 17 a3 Hc8 18 
£>d5 Axd5 19 exd5 a4 20 b4 £>b3 21 
We2 b5 22 cxb5 Hc3 23 Axb3 Hxb3 
24 Sxb3 axb3 25 lfd3 b2 26 b6 ± 
Anand-Larsen, Cannes 1989. 



lb) 16 flfcl &a7 17 Afl Wa8 18 
£>d5 Axd5 19 cxd5 Sc8 20 Ab5 Bac7 
21 &c4 *h8 22 libel Bf8 23 Hfc2 Ha7 
24 a3 ± RCramling-Ramon, Thessalo¬ 
niki worn OL 1984. 

So much for the ‘old standby’. The 
plan with ...b6 is just too passive. 

2) 15...e6 is an interesting possibil¬ 
ity, though Tringov-Haik, VmjaCka 
Banja 1986, didn’t do much to instil 
confidence in it. The continuation was 
16 Adi! (intending to play 5)e2-d4, 
a3, and b4 with a considerable advan¬ 
tage in space; other moves, such as 16 
fifdl Ae5! and 16 a3? a4 17 b4 £>b3 
18 Wd3 Wf6, are not nearly as good) 

16.. .f5 (16...Wf6? 17 £>e2 is ± but 

16.. .Ae5!? deserves consideration) 17 
exf5 Bxf5?! (better is 17...gxf5 18 Ac2, 
with a slight advantage for White) 18 
£>e2! b5?! 19 Ac2 flf7 20 Hfdl Hd7 
21 cxb5! Axb5 22 £id4 Axd4 23 
#xd4!. 

16 fifcl 

The logical follow-up. Both rooks 
aid in the expansion of White’s queen- 
side. Alternatives: 

1) 16 <SM5 Axd5 17 exd5 «fb4 18 
Wcl Vc3 19 #xc3 Axc3 20 a3 Sfc8 
21 fifcl Af6 22 Hc2 h5 23 b4 £>a4 24 
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Bb3 b6 25 *fl Sc7 26 f4 Bac8 = 
Mestel-Petursson, Hastings 1986/7. 

2) 16 Bfdl #b4 17 &d5 jk.xd5 18 
exd5 Bfe8 19 £fl e6 20 #f2 Wb6 21 
a3 Wc7 22 dxe6 Bxe6 23 #d2 Jic5 24 
g3 #e7 = Damljanovi6-Velimirovic, 
VrSac 1987 

3) 16 £>b5 Bfc8 17 Bfdl #d8 and 
then: 

3a) 18 £M4 Wf8 (Black easily held 
the draw in Krasenkov- Kirov, Palma 
de Mallorca 1989, after 18...£d7 19 
a3 #18 20 b4 axb4 21 axb4 <2X6 22 
5)b3 Ba3 23 #cl Ba2 24 £fl i.a4 25 
Bd2 V 2 -V 2 ) 19 a3 (better is 19 Afl, 
though Nunn doesn’t think White has 
more than a small edge) 19.. JLd7! 20 
b4 axb4 21 axb4 <2X6 22 Bal Bxal 23 
Bxal Ba8 24 Bxa8 #xa8 25 4bxe6 
£xe6 26 ±d4 &xd4+ 27 #xd4 #a2 
with an equal position, Jansa-Petursson, 
N»stved 1988. 

3b) 18 *hl (worth noting) 18...#f8 
19 £>c3 b6 20 a3 Bab8 21 iLfl h5 22 
£k!5 Bb7 23 b4 axb4 24 axb4 <2X7 25 
c5 gave White a plus in Greenfeld- 
Bruk, Israel 1992. 

3c) 18 £>c3 #c7 19 Afl b6 20 
<2X5 #b7 21 A.g5 Axd5 22 exd5 Be8 
23 Bel #c7 24 h4 e5 25 dxe6 Bxe6 26 
Bbdl BaeB 27 Bxe6 Bxe6 28 #d5 
#c8 29 g3 #e8 30 4>f2 J.c3 31 l.d2 
A.g7 32 Af4 Ae5 33 A.xe5 dxe5 34 
JLh3 Be7 35 #d6 Bb7 36 #f6 Bb8 37 
*e3! #f8 38 Bd5 ± Kudrin-Velimiro- 
vic, Thessaloniki OL 1988. 

4) It’s interesting to note that 16 a3 
fails to 16...£)xb3! 17 #d3 i.d4!. 

16...Bfc8 (D) 

Gets the rook into play and pre¬ 
pares to recycle the queen to the king- 
side. Less effective is 16... #b4? 17 
Bc2! (17 *hl? a4! 18 <2X5 #xd2 19 


5)xe7+ &h8 20 £xd2 axb3 21 axb3 
Ba2 22 Bdl JLxe4! T) 17...Bfc8 18 
#cl #b6 (it’s now clear that Black’s 
trip to b4 was just a waste of time) 19 
a3 Vd8 20 #d2 (also good is 20 b4 
axb4 21 axb4 £ia4 22 £»dl e6 23 #d2 
£>b6 24 Ad4 ia4 25 Bc3 Axdl 26 
Bxdl ± Dimitrov-Moldovan, Stara 
Zagora Z 1990) 20...e6 (or 20...h5 21 
b4 axb4 22 axb4 £>a4 23 5M5 e6 24 
&f4 #e7 25 ±fl <±>h7 26 *hl Bd8 27 
4)e2 Af6 28 <2X4 ± Pytel-Sokolow- 
ski, Jadwisin 1985) 21 £fl Jie5 22 b4 
axb4 23 axb4 £ia4 24 <2X2 #h4 25 g3 
#e7 26 5kl4 Ae8 27 Bbcl £>b6? 
(Black should just patiently sit back 
and wait; Gelfand gives 27...Bc7 28 
&b3 Bac8 29 c5!? ±) 28 £>xe6 #xe6 

29 jk.xb6 and now, instead of 29...Ba3?, 
Gelfand-Anand, Manila IZ1990, when 

30 #f2 would have been ±, Black 
should play 29...d5! 30 i.f2 dxe4 31 
fxe4 Bd8 keeping White’s advantage 
down to a minimum. 



17 Bc2 

Preparing a3 and b4. Now Black 
won’t be able to meet 18 a3 by 
18...£)xb3 because of 19 £kll! 5)xd2 
20 Bxb6, winning material. 
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White has tried 17 .fi.fl in a few re¬ 
cent games, but Black never seemed to 
be in any real danger: n.-lfM 18 
Wb2 (18 £>d5 Axd5 19 cxd5 Bcb8 20 
*hl Wxd2 21 ±xd2 b5 22 i.e3 £la6 23 
,fi.d2 £k:5 24 i.e3 £ia6 = de la Villa- 
Spangenberg, Seville 1994) 18...Wb6 

19 Wd2 Wd8 20 £>dl Wf8 21 £>f2 h5 
22 £ld3 *h7 23 Bel 4.h6 = de la 
Villa-Andersson, San Sebastian 1994. 

17...Wd8 

Now 17...Wb4 runs into 18 Wcl! 
intending to meet 18...a4 with 19 a3. 

If Black is in the mood for an ex¬ 
periment, then Larsen’s 17...h5!? 18 
.fi.fl (in Deep Blue-Larsen, Copenha¬ 
gen 1993, White tried the straightfor¬ 
ward 18 £ki5 Axd5 19 cxd5#b4 20 
Wxb4 axb4 21 A.d2 £>a6 22 fibcl 
jLd4+ 23 *fl Bxc2 24 Bxc2 ±c5 25 
.fi.d3 *f8 26 i.b5 £ic7 27 Ah6+ *g8 
28 Ad3 &e8 29 Ad2 £lf6 30 <4>e2 *g7 
31 iLb5 h4, and Black managed to draw 
the game in 59 moves) 18..."toil 19 
'Vtf2 Wd8 20 a3 Wh8 can be consid¬ 
ered. 
i8i.fi 

It’s also possible to play the imme¬ 
diate 18 £kil Wf8 19 £>f2. FtaCnik- 
Moldovan, Stara Zagora Z 1990 con¬ 
tinued 19...h5 20 £lh3 £le6 21 £if2 
i.f6 22 Sdl g5 23 .fi.fl Wg7 24 g3 
Wg6 25 i.h3 g4 26 fxg4 hxg4 27 i.xg4 
i.xe4 28 £>xe4 Wxe4 29 M3 Bc7 30 
Wf2 a4 31 Be2 Wg6 32 i.xe6 fxe6 33 
M6 Bc6 34 Bxe6 axb3 35 axb3 Ba3 
36 M4 Wg4 37 Heel i.xd4 38 Bxd4 
Wg7 39 Bde4 Bc7 40 Wf5 1-0. 

In Ivanchuk-Larsen, Roquebrune 
Amber rpd 1992, White played 18 a3, 
when Larsen replied with his patented 
18...h5 (the passive 18...b6 19 b4 axb4 

20 axb4 5)a4 21 £kI5 e6 22 €)f4 gave 


White an edge in Dimitrov-Abramo- 
vi6, Prilep 1992). A sharp, highly in¬ 
teresting battle ensured: 19 Ml i.d7 
20 £ki5 e6 21 £>c3 We7 22 Ag5 Vf8 
23 M4 e5 24 M3 a4 25 b4 £)b3 26 
Wdl M6 27 i.xh6 Wxh6 28 Wxd6 
M6 29 £\b5 £ki4 30 £>xd4 We3+ 31 
Ml exd4 32 b5 Bd8 33 Wb4 d3 34 
Bc3 h4 35 Bdl h3 36 Wb2 Sac8 37 
Bcxd3 Bxd3 38 Bxd3 Wei. The game 
was agreed drawn on the 45th move. 

18...ie5 (D) 



Black is playing as dynamically as 
possible. He intends ...e6, ...f5 and 
...Wh4. 

19 £>dl 

Heading to g4 via £2. This manoeu¬ 
vre was highly praised at the time it 
was first played, but the fact that sev¬ 
eral very strong grandmasters are 
avoiding it for White suggests that 
Black shouldn’t panic. 

White can also try the more tradi¬ 
tional 19 a3 Wf8 20 &d5 Md5 21 
exd5 Wg7 22 b4. Khalifman-HraCek, 
Pardubice 1994 saw the following 
interesting fight: 22...axb4 23 axb4 
5)a4 24 Bb3 b6 25 Ba3 Wf8 26 Mi4 
i.xd4+ 27 Wxd4 Wg7 28 Wxg7+ 
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<4>xg7 29 Hca2 b5 30 c5 Hab8 31 c6 e6 
32 Sxa4 bxa4 33 2xa4 2c7 34 b5 <4>f6 
35 Sa6 exd5 36 *f2 *e5 37 *e3 d4+ 
38 &d2 4?d5 and Black went on to win. 

19...lTe8 

Switching plans and trying for ...b5. 
His original intention of 19...e6 is an¬ 
swered by 20 faf2 h5 21 2dl, when an 
f4 advance is looming, though in that 
case the e4-pawn would be weakened. 
Like it or not. Black had to give this a 
go. 

20^12 

Now Black should play 20..JLg7, 
when 21 fagA h5 22 fail b5 leads to an 
unclear position. White can do better 


with 21 £ki3! ±. Instead, the continua¬ 
tion of Vaganian-Ivkov, Moscow 1985 
was 20...b5?! 21 fagA ±g7 22 fah6+ 
*f8 23 cxb5 JixbS 24 Axb5 *fxb5 

25 «fd5 #e8 (25...£xh6 26 £xh6+ 
<±>g8 27 libel! is no better for Black) 

26 e5! 2d8 (perhaps Black could con¬ 
sider 26...£te6!? 27 2xc8 2xc8 28 exd6 
exd6 29 Wxd6+ {29 fagAll} 29...1fe7 
30 #xe7+ {keeping queens on with 
30 #d5 is superior} 30... < 4>xe7 with 
some compensation) 27 exd6 exd6 (ac¬ 
cording to Tukmakov, Black’s last 
chance was 27...fac6 ! 28 dxe7+ {28 
2c6 is stronger} 28...Wxe7) 28 2el 
Hac8? 29 2xc5! Hxc5 30 Wxc5! 1-0. 



13 Maroczy Bind: 7...4^g4 


1 e4 c5 2 £>f3 £ic6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £)xd4 
g6 5 c4 i.g7 6 i.e3 £>f6 7 £*3 
7 f3? is inferior due to 7... #b6 8 
&f5 #xb2 9 £)xg7+ *f8 ?. 

7...&g4 (D) 

This is Black’s sharpest possibility. 



Completely lame is 8 &xc6? &xe3 
9 £>xd8 £)xdl 10 £>xdl (10 Bxdl!? 
iLxc3+ 11 bxc3 < 4 > xd8 12 cS is slightly 
better for Black) 10...&xd8 11 g3 (11 
Bel b6 12 iLd3 i.b7 ? Cardoso-Tal, 
Moscow 1956) ll...b6 12 &g2 £a6 
13 Bel Bc8 14 b3 b5 15 i.fl i.b7 16 
f3 f5 17 Ad3 bxc4 18 bxc4 fxe4 19 
fxe4 Bc5 20 Bc2 e6 21 Bfl A.d4 22 
£>c3 Be5 23 *d2 *e7 24 £lb5 £c5 
and Black went on to win in Povse- 
Mohr, Bled 1992. 

Now Black has two ways to recap¬ 
ture on d4: 

A: 8...ixd4 255 
B: 8...£lxd4 257 


A) 

8...ixd4 

This odd-looking move, which ap¬ 
pears to have been first played in the 
1950s, achieved a brief vogue of popu¬ 
larity in the early 1980s, but is seldom 
seen today. The motivation for 8...Axd4 
is that often in the Maroczy Bind the 
exchange of dark-squared bishops fa¬ 
vours Black, who gains several posi¬ 
tional advantages from the trade. With 
pawns on c4 and e4 White has to be¬ 
ware of weaknesses on the central dark 
squares, the possibility of Black plant¬ 
ing a knight on d4, and the spectre of 
being left with a bad light-squared 
bishop against a powerful knight. 

All those factors being taken into 
consideration, the move still fails in 
that dynamic considerations take prece¬ 
dence. Black loses valuable time and 
weakens his kingside by 8...Axd4. By 
castling queenside and opening the 
position with moves like h2-h4-h5, 
f2-f4-f5, or c4-c5, White can easily 
obtain the advantage. 

9 Axd4 4&xd4 10 0-0-0! 

This is the refutation of 8...Axd4. 
The quiet 10 Wdl allows Black com¬ 
fortable play after 10...e5 11 Ad3 d6 
12 0-0 0-0 (12...Wh4?! 13 £>e2 
14 Ac2 ± Tartakower-Pirc, London 
1951) 13 «fd2 and now Black has 
more than one good move: 

1) 13...Ae6 14 £>e2 £>c6 15 Had 
*b6 16 *hl (White needs to get f2-f4 
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in to generate some play) 16...a5 = 
Lehav-Pein, Israel 1988. 

2) 13...g5!? (an extravagant way to 
restrain f2-f4 but, with the position 
rather closed, there is little White can 
do to try to exploit this move) 14 Kadi 
Ae6 15 Oxl £>xe2+ 16 Axe2 Hc8 17 
b3 fic6 18 We3 b6 19 Hd2 Wf6 20 g3 
ifaS=I.Zaitsev-Estevez, Havana 1983. 

3) 13...Ad7 14 f4 exf415 fixf4 Wg5 
16 flafl 0X6 17 H4f2 Ac6 (17...1 r xd2 

18 fixd2 Bfd8 19 Ac2 ± Malich- 
Bonsch, Halle 1981) 18 Wxg5 &xg5 

19 Bd2 V 2 -V 2 Adamski-Bonsch, Halle 
1981. 

10.. .e5 

Here 10...d6 11 Wg3 e5 will almost 
always transpose back to the text. 

liWga 

The experimental 11 h4 d6 12 Wg5 
only led to equality in Byme-Wedbeig, 
Reykjavik 1982, after 12...Ae6 13 
Wxd8+ Sxd8 14 b3 a6 15 Ad3 *e7. 

11.. .d6 12 f4 f6 (D) 



Considered to be White’s best, but 
there are reasonable alternatives: 

1) 13 c5 0-0 14 Ac4+ *g7 is 
equal. 


2) 13 Ad3 (against the spirit of the 
position, which demands the game 
be opened up as soon as possible) 

13...Ae6 14 f5 AH 15 fxg6 hxg6 16 
fihfl g5 17 Sf2 Bh6 18 Hdfl We7 19 
'H r e3 0-0-0 = Helmers-Karlsson, Rand- 
ersZ 1982. 

3) 13 0x2 £ie6 (13...^)xe2+ looks 
necessary: 14 Axe2 Wei 15 f5 gxf5 

16 Ah5+ *f8 17 exf5 Axf5 18 Hhfl 
Ae6) 14 f5 5)c5 15 foc3 *f7 16 b4 
5)a617 a3 ± D.Gurevich-D.Cramling, 
Eksjo 1982. 

4) 13 h4 (the main alternative to 13 
f5) 13...Ae614 h5 (14 *bl a615 
l 5k:6?! (Gufeld mentions 15...£>xe2 16 
Axe2 We7 17 h5 g5 18 fxg5 fxg5 19 
fihfl 0-0-0 20 Ag4 ±) 16 Wa3 Axc4 

17 fixd6 We7 18 0x3 Af7 19 Ab5! ± 
Gufeld-Turner, London 1995) 14...g5 
(14...*f7!? 15 Ad3 fic8 16 hxg6+ 
hxg6 17 f5 gxf5 18 exf5 OixfS 19 
Wf3 5)h4 20 Wxb7+ V 2 -V 2 Razuvaev- 
Bonsch, Keszthely 1981) 15 fxg5 fxg5 
and then: 

4a) 16 h6 Wf6 (Gufeld gave 16...0-0 
as equal) 17 <±>bl 0-0-0 18 Ad3 Bdf8 
19 fidH We7 20 We3 Bf6 21 Bel *b8 
22 Wxg5 Bg8 23 Wd2 Bfg6 24 Afl 
Wf7 25 5M5 Axd5 26 cxd5 Bf6 27 
Wc3 Bf2 left White tied up in Con- 
quest-Pein, British Ch (Plymouth) 
1989. 

4b) 16 c5 and now: 

4bl) 16...Wa5? 17 Bxd4 exd4 18 
Ab5+ Ad7 19 Axd7+ *xd7 20 
Wxd6+ *c8 21 We6+ *d8 22 Wf6+ 
&<n 23 Wxd4+ is analysis by Ninov 
and Kostakiev. 

4b2) 16...h6?! 17 Ab5+ *e7 18 
?M5+ Axd5 19 Bxd4 exd4 20 exd5 
Wc7 21 't’bl ± Ninov-Meister, corr 
1994-5. 
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4b3) Keene and Mestel suggest 

16...0-0 17 cxd6 Wf6! and assess the 
position as unclear. 

4b4) 16...Bc8 17 cxd6 (17 Bxd4 
exd4 18 &b5+ *f7 19 cxd6M Bc5 20 
e5 *g8 21 Wf2 Bxe5 22 Vxd4 Bf5 23 
Bel «T6 24 Wxf6 Bxf6 25 Ae8 *g7 
26 d7 Axd7 27 J.xd7 Bd8 28 Be7+ is 
± according to Ninov) 17.. Ma5 18 
*bl Bxc3 19 #xc3 #xa2+ 20 *cl 
0-0 21 Wa3 Bc8+ 22 4>d2 ± Bonch- 
Osmolovsky - Shashin, USSR 1964. 

5) 13 fxe5 fxe5 14 c5 Ae6 15 h4 
0-016 h5 g517 cxd6 Bf418 *bl Bc8, 
Merkulov-Lysenko, USSR 1982. 

13.. .*f7 

Here 13...gxf5?! leads to tricky 
play but should be good for White: 14 
Wg7 Bf8 15 £kl5 Bf7 16 Wg8+ Bf8 

17 Vtxhl Wd7!? (with the idea that 18 
£lc7+?! wins the exchange but leads to 
unclear play after 18...&d8 19 'H r xd7+ 
i.xd7 20 £>xa8 fxe4) 18 Wg6+?! (the 
refutation of 13...gxf5?! is held to be 

18 Vh6! Wfl 19 Bxd4 exd4 20 Ae2 
*d8 21 Ah5 %8 22 £lxf6 Bxf6 23 
#xf6+ *c7 24 exf5 «fxg2 25 Bdl 
#xh2 26 Bxd4) 18...*d8 19 H)6 Wf7 
20 Ad3 V 2 -V 2 Samarin-Lysenko, Bri- 
ansk 1984. 

14 £)b5 

This is a key move for White which 
trades off Black’s powerful knight on 
d4, allows White’s bishop to c4, and 
opens the c-file. The slower 14 JLd3 
gave Black no problems in Filipenko- 
Chemikov, corr 1986-7 after 14...Ad7 
15 Bhfl g5. 

14.. .6xb5 15 cxb5 #c7+ 16 £>bl 
Ad7 17 Bel 

Mestel-Karlsson, Las Palmas IZ 
1982 went 17 b3?! Bad8 18 Ac4+ 
*g7 19 h4 Ae8 20 h5 g5 21 h6+ with 


White winning comfortably in 39 
moves. But as Keene and Mestel point 
out. Black could have played 17...a6!, 
when 18 Ac4+ *g7 19 bxa6 b5 20 
Ad5 Bxa6 leads to a murky position. 

17.. .1Tb6 18 Ac4+ 4>g7 19 Wd3 ± 
Analysis by Mestel and Keene. 

B) 

8.. .£>xd4 (D) 



This position can lead to great com¬ 
plications, but the vast majority of 
players have preferred the sound and 
solid Gurgenidze systems during the 
last decade. In fact, with the exception 
of some interest in 9...e5, this once 
popular set-up has almost disappeared 
from grandmaster practice. 

9 Well 

With dark-squared bishops still on 
the board, 9 0-0-0 is much too risky. 
Black would have a pleasant choice 
between 9...£>c6 threatening ..Jbcc3, 
and 9...e5 10 h4 (10 Wg3 seems more 
realistic) 10...d5 11 Wg3 dxe4 12 h5 
£.f5 T Cherepkov-Gufeld, USSR Ch 
(Moscow) 1961. 

Black can now try: 
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Bl: 9...e5 258 

B2: 9...G&6 267 

Besides these two moves Black has 
a third, albeit very passive choice in 
9...^c6. With natural developing moves 
White easily obtains the advantage: 10 
Scl 0-0 11 Ae2 Wa5 12 Wd2 d6 13 
0-0 £e 6 (13...f5? 14 exf5 £xf5 15 f4! 
± Pachman-Gawlikowski, Warsaw 
1956) 14 b3 f5? 15 exf5 Axf5 16 Hfdl 
Had8 17 $Lh6 ± Trifunovi6-Kozomara, 
Sarajevo 1962. Black’s position doesn’t 
generate enough counterplay to com¬ 
pensate for the weaknesses created by 
...f5 and his lack of space. 


B1) 

9...e5 (D) 



With 9...e5, Black establishes his 
knight at d4 but creates a gaping hole 
at dS and a backward d-pawn. White’s 
goal is to dislodge the knight, while 
Black’s is to drum up counterplay as 
quickly as possible. Theory and practi¬ 
cal play have favoured White (though 
many of the lines are not as clear as was 
once thought), but World Champions 


Botvinnik and Kasparov have both 
employed it as Black. 

White’s two main replies are: 

Bla: 10 JLd3 259 
Bib: 10&b5 261 

Lesser alternatives are: 

1) 10Jkxd4exd41l£>b5(ll£kl5 
0-0 12 i.d3 d6 13 0-0ie6=) 11...0-0 
(ll...Wb6 and ll...a6 are also possi¬ 
ble) 12 £\xd4 #f6 T. 

2) 10 g3 d6 11 ±g2 Ae6 12 b3 
Wa5 13 £d2 Wc5 14 0-0 0-0 15 Bel 
a6 16&c3W<i5 17#d3Bfc8 18 jLxd4 
exd4 19 0x2 b5! 20 cxb5 Wxb5 = 
Keres-Benko, Moscow OL 1956. 

3) 10iLe2 0-0 11 0-0(11 h4d6 12 
h5 A.e6 =) 1 l...b6 (1 l...a6 12 #d2 d6 
13 Sfdl &e6 14 -4.fi Bc8 15 b3 i.g4 

16 Ae2 £e6 17 Bad Wa5 18 -4.fi 
Bc7 19 0x2 ± Geller-Uhlmann, Ha¬ 
vana 1963) 12 #d3 (12 Wd2 £.b7 13 
Badl Bc814 Bfel f5 15 exf5 Bxf5 16 
£g4 BH 17 b3 a6 18 i.g5 Wf8 is un¬ 
clear, Kom-Vasiukov, USSR 1954) 
\2..±bl 13 ±xd4 exd4 14 Oib5 «fe7 
= Lein-Novopashin, USSR 1960. 

4) 10 Wd2 0-0 (10...a6 11 i.d3 
Bb8 12 0-0 0-0 13 Badl Wa5 14 b3 
b5! 15 cxb5 axb5 16 A.xd4 exd4 17 
0x2 Wb6 18 i.bl d5 V 2 -V 2 Prokhov- 
Partos, Bulgaria vs Romania 1960; 19 
exd5 is met by 19...Jkg4!) and here: 

4a) 11 jLxd4? exd4 12 £lb5 (12 
£>e2 Be8 13 f3 d5 14 cxd5 f5! 15 Og3 
Wxd5! T) 12...a6 13 Oxd4 Be8 14 0- 
0-0 Bxe4 15 £>b3 b5 16 #d5 Wf6! fa¬ 
vours Black - Nilsson. 

4b) 11 0-0-0?! a6! 12 h4 b5 13 h5 
i.b7 14 f4 d6 15 g4 b4 16 £>d5 &xd5 

17 exd5 b3 18 Axd4 bxa2*19 *c2 
exd4 with a clear plus for Black, Kolo- 
bov-Egorov, Moscow 1961. 
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4c) 11 €)b5! is best, transposing 
into 10 £>b5!0-0 11 #d2. 

Bla) 

10 £d3 

Not so long ago 10 5)b5 was con¬ 
sidered to be a virtual refutation of 
Black’s system and 10 Ad3 was thought 
to be relatively harmless. How times 
and opinions have changed! Now 10 
£)b5 has lost much of its lustre while 
10 Ad3 has become the move that 
most players with Black hate to see. 

10...0-0 11 0-0 (D) 



Now Black must decide whether 
his queen’s bishop belongs on b7 or 
along the c8-h3 diagonal. Each has it 
advantages and drawbacks. 

Il...d6 

This was Botvinnik’s choice. The 
other try, ll...b6, is not as bad as its 
reputation. White can then play: 

1) 12 a4 d6?! (Black should play 

12...a6=) 13 £>b5 a614£>xd4exd415 
Ad2 Ab716a5±Be8 17 Bel bxa518 
Bxa5 #d7 19 Wa4 Ac6 20 #a3 Wb7 
21 f3 Af6 22 Ag5 Axg5 23 Bxg5 
Bab8 24 Se2 #b3 25 Bd2 Be5 26 


#xb3 Sxb3 27 h4 h6 28 Bg4 *f8 and 
Black’s active pieces led him to an 
eventual victory in Byvshev-Ilivitsky, 
USSR Ch 1954. 

2) 12 Bel iLb7 13 #d2 d6 14 5)e2 
£ie6 = Gipslis-Vasiukov, USSR 1953. 

3) 12 £ld5 i.b7 13 f4 exf4 14 Axf4 
d6 15 #d2 £)e6 16 Ah6 Axh6 17 
#xh6 Axd5 18 exd5 £)c5 19 Bf3 f5 
20 Bel Wf6 21 Bh3 Bn 22 b3 f4 23 
Abl a5 24 #h4 #xh4 25 Bxh4 Baf8 
+ Byvshev-Simagin, USSR Ch 1952. 

4) 12#d2 £b7 and now: 

4a) 13 ±g5 f6 14 Ah6 ±xh6 15 
#xh6, Dudas-Todor, Austrian Re¬ 
gional Ch 1996,15...d6 seems all right 
for Black. 

4b) 13 Bael £>e6 (13...f5!? 14 
JLxd4 exd4 15 £kl5 f4! is unclear) 14 
£kl5, Schumi-Todor, Vienna 1996, 

14.. .d6 = is also acceptable for Black. 

4c) 13 Badl f5! (13...&e6 is also 

playable: 14 Abl Ac6 15 b4 Bc8 16 
a3 Bc7 17 ±a2 *h8 18 c5 &d4 19 f4 
bxc5 20 bxc5 Bb7 21 fxe5 £ie6 22 
i.xe6 fxe6 23 ±g5 #a5 24 #d6 Bbb8 
25 Ae7 Bxfl+ 26 Bxfl Be8 27 Bf3 
#xa3 28 h4 #b2 with an eventual draw 
in Smyslov-Bagirov, USSR Ch (Len¬ 
ingrad) 1960) 14 exf5 #64 (threaten¬ 
ing ...£>f3+ mating) 15 f3 gxf5 16 #f2 
#h5 17 Axd4 exd4 18 £ie2 Bf6 19 
£>xd4 Bh6 20 h3 Bf8 21 £>e2 #g5 = 
Lein-Flesch, USSR vs Hungary 1963. 

12#d2 

Alternatives are commonly em¬ 
ployed: 

1) 12 &e2£>c6(12...£le6!? is pos¬ 
sible, as is 12...Ae6 13 #d2 a6 14 b3 
b5 15 Axd4? {15 Bad #d7 is equal} 

15.. .exd4 16 cxb5 axb5 17 Axb5 d3! 
18 €)c3? Wa5, Benko-Schmid, Lugano 
OL 1968) 13 #d2 f5 14 exf5 gxf5 15 
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f3 ±e6 16 Badl Bf7 17 b3 #f6 18 
i.bl Bd7 19 &c3 *h8 20 £>d5 #g6 
21 &hl WhS 22 a3 Bg8 23 b4 b6 24 
Bfel #f7 25 Ac2 Sc8 26 Aa4 Bdd8 
27 Bel £>d4 28 Axd4 exd4 29 JLb5 
i.xd5 30 cxd5 Bxcl 31 #xcl f4 32 
Be6 Wf5 33 tfel Jle5 and the game 
was soon drawn in Averbakh-Stein, 
USSR Ch (Moscow) 1961. 

2) 12 Bel ile6 (12...a613 £id5 Jle6 
14 Vd2 £xd5 15 cxd5 ‘/ 2 -V 2 Ivkov- 
Velimirovic, Rio de Janeiro IZ 1979) 
13 b3 (13 5)e2 Bc8 14 b3 #a5 15 
.fcbl 5)xe2+ 16 Wxe2 Bc6 with coun¬ 
terplay in Gufeld-Stein, USSR 1960) 

13.. .a6! (13...f5 14 f3 &c6 15 exf5 
gxf5 16 £bl #d7 17 #d2 Bad8 18 
Bfdl #f7 19 ttel Bd7 20 *hl a6 21 
Sd2 thS 22 4)d5 ± Kondratiev-Aron¬ 
son, Leningrad 1957) 14 jLbl and now: 

2a) Schwarz’s recommendation of 

14.. .#d7 15 £>e2 &xe2+ 16 « r xe2 
Bfc8 should be mentioned. 

2b) 14...Bb8 15 *hl (15 i.xd4 
exd4 16 £>e2 &g4 17 f3 i.d7 18 *hl 
#f6 is unclear according to Botvin- 
nik, while 15 &e2 5)xe2+ 16 #xe2 f5 
= and 15 #d2 b5 16 cxb5 axb5 17 
Bfdl iLg4=Kostro-Myhre, Leipzig OL 
1960 are also thought to offer equal 
chances) 15...b5! = 16 cxb5 axb5 17 
#d3 (17 Axd4 exd4 18 £\e2 Wb6 19 
Wd2 d5 20 exd5 ±xd5 21 Bfdl Bfd8! 
¥) 17...b4 (Smyslov-Botvinnik, Mos¬ 
cow Alekhine mem 1956) 18 &e2 d5 
19 5)xd4 exd4 20 JLf4! dxe4 21 #xe4 
Ba8 is nice for Black. 

2c) Even better is 14...b5! 15 cxb5 
£>xb5 16 £>xb5 axb5 17 Bc6 d5 18 
exd5 V 2 -V 2 Gulko-Seirawan, USA Ch 
1994. 

3) 12 a4!? is one of White’s most 
effective ideas: 


3a) 12...&c6!? is a logical move 
that deserves serious attention: 13 
£kd5 iLe6 14 #d2 5ki4 15 Ba3 a5 16 
b4 i.xd5 17 exd5 axb4 18 #xb4 Wd7 
19 Bbl Sa7 20 a5 Bfa8 = Vera-Mata- 
moros, Havana 1997. 

3b) Less impressive is 12...a613 a5 
Ae 614 £>d5 i.xd5 (and not 14...Bc8? 
15 &b6 Bc7 16 £.xd4 exd4 17 f4 ± 
H6bert-Sermek, Cannes 1995) 15 exd5 
± 

3c) 12...i.e6 13 £>b5 a6 14 £>xd4 
exd4 15 ±d2 Bc8 16 b3 ± Smyslov- 
Fabiano, Rome 1990 and Spraggett- 
Garcia Bundain, Candas 1992. 

12...i.e6 (D) 

More dependable than 12...f5 13 
exf5 gxf5 14 f4 £>c6?! (14..JLe6) 15 
Badl #e7 16 £e2 £>d4 17 Axd4 
exd4 18 4)d5 ± Andersson-Rogers, 
Malta OL 1980. 



13 Badl 

White plans to surround d4 by b3, 
iLbl, JLxd4 and 

Other set-ups are: 

1) 13 Bacl a6 (13...Bc8 14 b3 a615 
f3 #3516 Bfdl f5?! {16...Bc617 ±fl 
±} 17 exf5 5)xf5 18 i.e4 Bf7 19 #e2 
± Tal-Partos, Nice OL 1974) and now: 
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la) 14 fifdl Wa5 15 b3 (15 £fl 
b5! 16 cxb5 axb5 17 £>xb5 £lxb5 18 
Wxa5 Sxa5 19 b4 Sxa2 20 i.xb5 Sb8 
= Polugaevsky-Bagirov, USSR Ch 
(Leningrad) 1963) 15...b5 16£se2 is± 
according to Filip. 

lb) 14 b3 Wa5 (14...Bc8 15 f3 f5 
16 exf5 gxf5 17 f4 «T6 18 0*2 Scd8 
19 £>xd4 exd4 20 $Lf2 ± Ghitescu- 
Radovici, Romanian Ch 1977) 15 5)e2 
Wxd2 16 £xd2 £>xe2+17 Axe2 Hfc8 
18 a4 ± T.Georgadze-Muratov, USSR 
1976. 

2) 13 b3 a6 14 Sadi #c7 15 £.xd4 

exd4 16 &g4! 17 f3 JLd7 18 i.bl 

b5! 19 cxb5 i.xb5 20 i.d3 Wb6 21 
Bf2 Sfc8 22 g3 Ba7 23 <4>g2 d5 24 
exd5 Bd7 favoured Black in Lesibge- 
Dzindzichashvili, New York 1993. 

3) 13 f4 exf4 14 flxf4 £>c6 15 Ae2 
&e5 16 b3 a6 17 Hdl Wa5 18 £>a4 
tfxd2 19 .&xd2 ± Dvoirys-Stanec, 
Oberwart 1992. 

4) 13Bfdll r h414^e2^xe2+15 
l f xe2 b6 16 Wd2 #e7 17 a4 gave 
White all the chances in Geller-Bar- 
czay, Sousse IZ 1967. 

13.. .a6! 

Inferior is 13...1i r a5 14 iLxd4 exd4 

15 £>b5 #b6 16 Jte 2 d3 17 Wxd3 
i.xb2 18 &hl a6 19 £>xd6 ± Uhl- 
mann-Espig, East Berlin 1982. 

14 b3 

Bad is 14 £*e2?! b5! 15 cxb5 axb5 

16 a31^8 17 f4 &b3 18 tfel £>c5 19 
Jlbl iLb3 T Abdullah-Skembris, Novi 
Sad OL 1990. 

14.. .flc8 15 £k2 

15 Abl? b5 16 cxb5?? Bxc3! is an 
important trick in this line. 

15.. .£>c6 

15.. .f5? is too loosening: 16 iLxd4 
exd4 17 exf5 gxf5 18 Abl d5 19 cxd5 


Wxd5 20 5)xd4 Bfd8 21 Wg5! h6 22 
JLxfS! hxg5 23 Axe6+ Vxe6 24 £>xe6 
and White won in Christ-H.S0iensen, 
Biel 1992. 

16 Jk.bl b517 cxbS axb518 £>c3 
18 Wxd6?? loses a piece after 

18.. .£>d4. 

18...Wa5 19 £>d5 b4 
Black has an excellent position, 
Polugaevsky-Piket, Aruba (5) 1994. 
The game concluded as follows: 20 
Jfc.g5 f6 21 Ae3 f5 22 exf5 gxf5 23 
£*e7+? (better is 23 a4!? bxa3 24 
£>e7+ *f7 25 £>xc8 Bxc8 26 Stxa5 
£>xa5 27 Sxd6 £)xb3 28 Ba6 &f8 
though Black has plenty of compensa¬ 
tion for the sacrificed exchange) 

23.. .£>xe7 24 #xd6 4>f7 25 Ag5 £>g6 
26 g4 e4 27 h4 Ae5 28 Wd2 h6 29 
gxf5 iLxf5 30 h5 hxg5 31 hxg6+ 
*xg6 32'»e2 0-l. 


Bib) 

10 £lb5 (D) 



Since Black’s whole game is de¬ 
voted to holding the point on d4, White 
takes immediate measures to destroy 
it. 
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10...0-0 

Clear best. Inferior tries are: 

1) 10...a6? 11 £lxd4 exd412 Axd4 
Wa5+ 13 *e2 0-0 14 Axg7 *xg7 15 
Wd4+ *g8 16 f3 d6 (16...b5 17 c5!) 
17 4’f2 ±/± Stohl-Plachetka, Trnava 
1984. 

2) 10...Wb6 11 c5! Wxc5 12 Bel 
'i r b4+ 13 Ad2 with a clear advantage 
for White. 

3) 10...1 r a5+? 11 M2 Wb6 12 c5! 
Wxc5 13 Bel. 

4) 10...£>xb5 11 cxb5 d6 12 Ac4! 
Ae 6 13 Axe6 fxe614 0-0 0-0 15 Wb3 
± - analysis by Euwe. 

llWd2 

The consistent course. Now White 
is really threatening to take on d4. The 
immediate 11 £)xd4? has long been 
known to be bad. One recent example 
is B runner-Ekstrom, Swiss Grand Prix 
1990, which continued ll...exd4 12 
£xd4 Wa5+ 13 Ml Be8 14 f3 d5! 15 
Axg7 Bxe4+ 16 *d3 (16 fxe4 Ag4+ 
picks up the white queen and 16 &f2 
Wc5+17 d?g3 We3 threatens the strong 
...Bg4+) 16 Bxc4 17 *e3 Wc5+ 18 
*d2 *xg7 19 Axc4 dxc4 20 Wei 
Wg5+ 21 *c3 Wf6+ 22 *c2 Af5+ 23 
<4>cl c3! 24 bxc3 Bc8 25 *b2 Wb6+ 
26 *cl Wa5 27 *b2 Wb5+ 28 *cl 
Wb4 0-1. 

11 Ae2 (D) is an important alterna¬ 
tive. This was given some good press 
when Ivanchuk used it to beat Korch¬ 
noi in 1994. Now it doesn’t look so 
fearsome. Black has a few replies: 

1) ll...Wh4? runs into a refutation: 
12 £>xd4 exd4 13 Axd4 Wxe4? 14 
Axg7 Wxg2? 15 Wd4! Wxhl+16 *d2 
Wxh2 (16...Wxal?? 17 Wf6H 1-0 Gap- 
rindashvili-Servaty, Dortmund 1974) 
17 Axf8 *xf8 18 Af3 d5 19 Axd5 



Sb8 20 Bel Ae6 21 Bxe6 1-0 Tal- 
Pahtz, Halle 1974. 

2) 1 l...Wa5+ 12 Ad2 Wb6 13 0-0 
(critical is 13 Ab4 5)xb5 14 Axf8 
Axf8 15 cxb5 Wa5+, when Ivanchuk 
and Korchnoi claim that Black has 
enough compensation for the ex¬ 
change) 13...&xb5 14 cxb5 Wd4 15 
Af3 Wxb216 We2 d617 Bfbl Wd4 18 
Ae3 Wc3 19 Ad2 Wc7 20 Bel We7 21 
Ab4 Ae6 T Zelenika-Afek, Cannes 
1997. 

3) ll...£ixb5 12 cxb5 d6 13 0-0 
(13 Ac4 Ae6 14 Wb3!? We7 15 Bdl 
Sfc8 16 Ad5 a6 17 bxa6 Axd5 18 
Bxd5 bxa6 19 0-0 Bab8 20 Wa3 Bc6 
21 Bfdl Af8 led to aplayable position 
for Black in Sandhu-Ligezinski, Aus¬ 
trian Cht 1996) 13...Ae6 14 Wa4 Wd7 
15 Bfdl (stopping the black pawn 
moving to d5; 15 Bad d5! 16 exd5 
ilxdS 17 Bfdl We6 18 Ac4 Axc4 19 
Wxc4 Wxc4 20 Bxc4 b6 is all right 
for Black) 15...Bfc8 16 Bd2 Af8 17 
Wdl f5 (17...iLc4 is safer) 18 exf5 
gxf5 19 f4 e4 20 a4 d5 21 Ad4 Ac5 22 ‘ 
*fl Wd6? (22...±xd4 23 Bxd4 Bc5 is 
perfectly playable; another option is 
22...Wd8 23 Wei Axd4 24 Bxd4 Wf6) 
23 Ae5 Wd7 24 Wei h6 25 Badl <4>h7 
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26 Wg3 Bg8 27 Wh3 Bac8 28 BxdS! 
Axd5 29 Bxd5 We6 30 i.c4 and White 
went on to win in Ivanchuk-Korchnoi, 
Monaco Amber rpd 1994. 

Returning to the position after 11 
«W2 (D): 



Black has two interesting set-ups to 
choose from: 

Blbl: ll...l r e7 263 
Blb2: ll...Wh4 265 

It’s well worth mentioning Kuz¬ 
min’s forgotten recommendation of 

11.. .d6, when 12 iLd3 Jle6 is equal 
and 12 €lxd4 exd4 13 it.xd4 runs into 

13.. MM 14 #e3 Ah6 15 Wf3 Be8 16 
JLd3 f5 - analysis by Kuzmin. 

Blbl) 

ll~Ve7!? 

This had a very poor reputation un¬ 
til a recommendation of English GM 
Peter Wells revitalized the line. 

120 - 0-0 

The official ‘refutation’. However, 
when Wells’s idea came to light. White 
began trying all the other legal op¬ 
tions: 


1) 12 f3 f5 (12...£>xb5 13 cxb5 
d5!? is also possible, when both 14 
Wxd5 J.e6 and 14 exd5 Bd8 need to 
be tested) 13 iLd3 d6? (correct is 

13...£>xb5 14 cxb5 d6 15 £c4+ £e6 
=) 14 ±g5! i.f6 15 i.xf6 Wxf6 16 
£*xd4 exd4 17 0-0 ± Emelin-Silman, 
Budapest 1994. 

2) 12 &d3 b6 (also good is 12...d6 
13 0-0 &xb5 14 cxb5 iLe6 15 Bfcl f5 
16 f3 tT7 17 a4 d5 f Keene-Mestel, 
British Ch 1973) 130-0£>xb5 14cxb5 
Ab7 15 f3 d5 16 exd5 ±xd5 17 Axg6 
Bfd8 18 ±c2 i.c4 19 £xh7+?? *xh7 
20 ltc2+ A.d3 0-1 Rouchouse-Afek, 
Cannes 1997. 

3) 12 £lc7 Bb8 13 iLd3 b614 £kl5 
Wd6 15 0-0 Ab7 16 f4 Axd5 17 exd5 
b518 fxe5 jkxe5 19 Ae4 Bfe8 20 *hl 
f5 21 c5 #xc5 22 Bad Wei 23 £bl 
*h4 24 i.gl G3e2 25 Vxe2 i.xh2 26 
Wxe&+ Bxe8 27 JLxh2 Be2 with an 
unclear position, Z.Ahnasi-Seres, Hun¬ 
garian Cht 1994. 

4) 12 £e2 £>xb5 13 cxb5 d5 (this 
sacrificial advance is not a panacea for 
every white configuration! Much more 
sensible is 13...d6 and 14...iLe6) 14 
exd5 Bd8 15 0-0 b616 a4 Abl 17 ±.c4 
Sd618 a5 Bad8 19 Bfdl and White is 
clearly better, Prid-Feher, Paris open 
Ch 1995. 

12...£kxb513 cxb5 

This position was long considered 
to be good for White, with the excep¬ 
tion of the mysterious game Ribli- 
Kasparov, Belfort 1988, where the 
players agreed to a draw! Most players 
took it for granted that Kasparov had 
prepared some improvement, and this 
logical deduction made Peter Wells 
(and. I’m sure, many others) search 
long and hard for Kasparov’s idea. 
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When Dzindzichashvili asked the 
World Champion about this game, 
Kasparov shattered all the myths by 
explaining that he didn’t know the line 
at all and went into it by accident! The 
quick draw was his way out of a bad 
situation. 

13...d5 14 exd5 fid8! (D) 

This is the move that revitalized 

ll...«fe7. 14...£f5 15 Ad3 Hac8+ 16 
*bl #d7 17 JLxf5 Wxf5+ 18 #d3, 
Smyslov-Jimenez, Havana Capablanca 
mem 1963, was known to be very 
much in White’s favour. 



15 d6 

The critical response. 15 &bl iLf5+ 
16 &al Bac8 gives Black a powerful 
initiative (for example, 17 Bel Bxcl+ 
18 Ifxcl Bc8! T) and, of course, has 
been avoided, but 15 Ac4!? deserves a 
look: 15..Jkf5 16 b3 a6 17 b6 (17 bxa6 
b5! 18 &xb5 #a3+ 19 #b2 n a c8+ 20 
£c4 Wxa6 21 Bd2 Bxd5!) 17...Bd7 
18 *b2 (18 d6 »d8) 18...Bad8 19 f3 
(19 *35 £e4 20 f3 &xd5 21 i.xd5 
e4+ 22 <4>bl exf3 was Renet-Bricard, 
Belfort 1995) 19...e4+ 20 i.d4 Bxd5 
21 Jkxd5 Bxd5 22 ffc3 Bxd4 23 Bxd4 
exf3 24 gxf3 We2+ 25 &a3 A.xd4 26 


Wxd4 1fxf3 gives Black plenty of 
compensation for the sacrificed ex¬ 
change - analysis by Silman. 

15.J?e6 16 *bl 

16 b3 has not yet been explored: 

16...JLf8 (16...e4 isn’t good due to 17 
iLc4 Wc5 18 Ad4 »sd6 19 &xg7 
Wxd 2+ 20 Bxd2 Bxd2 21 *xd2 *xg7 
22 Jkd5, when 22...f5 23 Bel is awful 
for Black) 17 JLc4 Wxd67 (better is 
lT.-fre 18 £c5 b6 19 Aa3 Ab7 20 
f3 a6 with compensation) 18 Wxdb 
Bxd6 19 *b2 b6 20 Bxd6 Axd6 21 
Bdl 2iz7 22 f3 and Black was tied up 
in Sommerbauer-Todor, Vienna Cht 
1996. 

16...^.f8 (D) 



17#c3! 

Serper’s annoying move. Black gets 
too much play after 17 iLc5 b6 18 jlb4 
±b7: 

1) After 19 f3, 19...Bd7 20 JLe2 
Bad8 21 Wc2 -&xd6 22 Ac4 «ff6 23 
iLc3 Jtc5 led to a great game for Black 
in Wirthensohn-Ziiger, Lucerne 1994, 
while the shocking 19..JLxd6, an idea 
of Zuger’s, also works after 20 Jkxd6 
Bd7 21 Wb4 and now 21...Bad8 22 
iLc4 Wf6 23 3ic7 #f5+ (but not 
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23.. .fixdl+7? 24 fixdl Bxdl+ 25 *c2) 
24 *cl Wf4+ is a perpetual check. 
However, Black seems to win with 

21.. Jkd5!. 

2) 19 h4 fiac8 (19.. JLxd6! still ap¬ 
pears to be playable) 20 h5?! JLxd6 21 
M3 Ml 22 Wei Wf5+ 23 *al 
fixdl+ 24 Wxdl Bd8 25 Wb3 jLd5! 
26 M4 ±xc4 27 Wxc4 Wxh5! 28 Wfl 
Wf5 29 a3 $Lc5 (29...J&.f6 was an easy 
win) 30 f3 Jkd4 and Black went on to 
win in Anka-Silman, Budapest 1994. 

17.. JLxd6 

Much worse is 17...fixd6? 18 .&.c4 
flxdl+ 19 fixdl Wg4?! 20 Wb3 &f5+ 
21 *al Hc8 22 Axf7+ *g7 23 f3 
Wxg2 24 Jke6!, Serper-Sermek, Til¬ 
burg 1994. 

18 J^c4 Wf5+ 

Serper points out that both 18...We7 
19 h4! (with the double threat of 20 
i.g5 and 20 h5) and 18...Wg4 19 
MS £f5+ 20 *al fiac8 21 Wa5! are 
clearly better for White. 

19&d3e4 20Ac4 
20 g4 Wxg4 21 Wf6 M 6 22 i.d4 
*f8 23 M2 Wf5 24 Wg7+ *e7 25 
Wxh7 fiac8 26 Wh4+ g5 27 Wxe4 fixc2 
28 Wxc2 ±xa2+ 29 *cl £f4+ 0-1 
Dizdarevi6-Sermek, Makarska 1995. 

20.. JLe621g4! 

This strong move of Serper’s places 
Black in a critical situation. Since 

21.. .Wxg4 22 fixd6 flxd6 23 ±h6 
fidl+ 24 l ±’c2 has to be avoided. Black 
is left only with a bad endgame after 

21.. .We5 22 Wxe5 Axe5 23 Axe6. 

It’s clear that 1 l...We7 is in need of 

repair! 

B1b2) 

11.. .Wh4 (D) 



Supposedly, this has been ‘refuted’ 
for a long time. However, Espig keeps 
employing the move and it turns out 
that a key position that has been la¬ 
belled ‘±’ is, in fact, quite acceptable 
for Black. 

12£d3 

This obvious move is invariably 
played but in Vaganian-Espig, Bun- 
desliga 1990/1, White came up with 
the new 12 €)d6!?. After 12...We7 (the 
critical answer is 12...b6 13 £g5 Wg4 
14 Ml M6 15 Mfi £.xf8 16 c5 
jLxfl 17 *xfl bxc5 ¥) 13 &xc8 Hfxc8 
14 £d3 a5 15 0-0 Wb4 16 Wc3 Wd6 
17 Bad Hc5 18 Wd2 Hc7 19 f3 b6 20 
Wf2 Bf8 21 fifdl We7 22 f4 d6 23 f5 
±f6 24 fifl g5 25 Wg3 White man¬ 
aged to squeeze out a victory on the 
64th move. 

12 Jkxd4!? exd413 M3 a6 14 5k7 
Bb8 15 0-0 is untried. 

12...d5! 

Other moves have not turned out 
well: 

1) 12...£>e6?! 13 0-0 (13 £lxa7!?) 

13...b614b4 We715fiabl d616fifdl 
i.a6 17 £>c3 Bac8 18 £>d5 Wd8 19 
fibcl and White has a distinct plus, 
Fink-Dubinin, corr 1958. 
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2) 12...£>xb5 13 cxb5 d5 14 exd5 f5 
and then 15 0-0 f4 16 £.c5 f3 17 Bfel 
Jkh6 followed by ...fxg2 is a Dzindzi- 
chashvili idea. However, 15 Jlg5 #g4 
16 0-0 f4 17 JLe 7 f3 18 Wg5 fxg2 19 
Sfcl refutes it. 

13 cxd5! (D) 

White’s only attempt to get an ad¬ 
vantage from the opening. Other moves 
are not nearly as effective: 

1) 13£>xd4dxe4!14i.e2(14.£g5 
Wg415 f3 exf3 16 £ixf3 e417 0-0 exd3 
18 #xd3 J.e6 f) 14...exd4 15 Jig5 e3 
16 Axh4 exd2+ 17 *xd2 ±h6+ 18 
*c2 b5! T. 

2) 13 5)c7? dxe4 14 &xa8 exd3 is 
terrible for White. 

3) 13 exd5 (this move leads to a 
forced draw) 13...iLh3! and now: 

3a) 14 0-0 A.xg2 15 *xg2 #g4+ 
16 *hl Wf3+ 17 *gl V 2 -V 2 Szym- 
czak-Espig, Lublin 1975, is a good 
way to split the point ahead of time. 

3b) 14JLg5?*g415Qxd4.fcxg2 
16 f3 Wxd4 17 Wxg2 Wxd3 18 Ve2 
Wf5 T Zhuravliov-Kapengut, Latvian 
Ch 1965. 

3c) 14 jLxd4 exd4 15 gxh3 a6 16 
£la3 ±h6 17 Wc2 Bae8+ 18 4>dl! (18 
£e2? d3! 19 Wxd3 Be3 20 Wdl Sfe8 
21 0-0 Bxe2 22 Wb3 i.e3 23 £)c2 
Axf2+ 0-1 Zheliandinov-Shakhov, 
USSR 1959) 18..;txh3 19 Ac2 Bxe2 
20 «xe2 d3 21 We4 f5 22 #e6+ Bf7 = 
- analysis by Boleslavsky. 

4) 13 £g5 #g4 (B.-.WhS?? 14 

5)xd4 exd4 15 ie2 traps the queen) 
14 f3 Wd7 15 £>xd4 (15 ?hc3 dxc4 16 
£xc4 b5 17 Ad5 Bb8 18 b4 #d6 19 
Bbl i.e6 20 0-0 Bfc8 21 fifcl Bc7 22 
tf?hl Bbc8 = Gyurkovics-Espig, Bu¬ 
dapest 1989) 15...dxc4! (15...dxe4 16 
jLxe4 Wxd4 (16...exd4 f is stronger: 


17 i.h6? i.xh6 18 Wxh6 We6! T] 17 
«xd4 exd4 18 b3 a5 19 0-0 = Barcza- 
Szabo, Hungarian Ch (Budapest) 1959) 
16 JLxc4 exd4 17 i.d5? (17 0-0 b5 18 
£d5 Ab7 =) 17...1 r b5! 18 a4 Tta6 19 
1 H r b4 JLe6 20 Jtxe 6 fxe6 + Bisguier- 
Stein, Tel-Aviv OL 1964. 



13.. .6xb514 iLxbS Wxe415 0-0 

15 f3 Wh4+ 16 Jkf2 «T6 17 0-0 is 
often recommended. Its true worth can 
be seen by the fact that players with 
White refuse to employ it and those 
with Black simply ignore its exis¬ 
tence! 

15.. .Bd8 

Less accurate is 15...'iff5 16 Bad 
e4 17 Bfdl We5 (17...a6 18 ±e2 Bd8 
19 d6 Ae5 20 Bc5 b6 21 Bxe5 Wxe5 
22 dLxb6 Bd7 23 JLc7 ± Edwards- 
Savage, corr 1987) 18 b3 Bd8 19 Af4 
Wh5 20 h3 Ae6 21 Ac4 b5 22 Ae2 
#f5 23 d6 and again White has a clear 
advantage, Gufeld-Listengarten, Baku 
1964. 

16 Bfdl (D) 

After 16 d6,16...i.e617 Badl £f8 
18 f3 Vh4 19 i.g5 Wh5 20 JLxd8 
Bxd8 21 Wa5 gave White a clear ad¬ 
vantage in Diez de Corral-Jimenez, 



Maroczy Bind: 7...*hg4 


267 


Palma de Mallorca 1967. However, 
Black can improve with 16.. JLd7. 



16...#f5! 

It is very hard for White to prove 
an advantage after this subtle move. 

16.. .jLe6? is far less effective: 

1) 17 dxe6 leads to interesting play: 

17.. .5xd2 18 exf7+ *xf7 19 Bxd2 a6 
20 Bd7+ <±>g8 (20... < 4>e6? 21 Sadi!, 
Kavalek-Holas, Prague 1958) 21 jLfl! 
Sc8 22 Sadi JLf8 23 g3 ±c5 24 iLg2 
± Schwarz. 

However, this is all of academic in¬ 
terest since 17 f3! (a move discovered 
25 years ago by the English IM Jona¬ 
than Penrose) leads to a winning posi¬ 
tion for White. 

2) 17 f3! Wf5 (the point of 17 f3 is 
that 17...Vxd57? 18 tte2 leaves the 
queen trapped mid-board; if 17...Wh4 
then 18 £g5 Wh5 19 £xd8 Bxd8 20 
#a5! {and not 20 dxe6? Sxd2 21 e7 
Sxg2+!} 1-0 Jok§i6-Wemer, Biel 1975) 
18 £d3 Sxd5 19 i.xf5 2xd2 20 Bxd2 
Axf5 21 Bel, Penrose-Lees, British Ch 
1965 and Gunnarson-Mossin, Reykja¬ 
vik 1994. Black should eventually lose 
this endgame. 

17 Bad i.d718 Ae2 


This threatens 19 g4. 

18.. .e419 Bc7 Ac6 20 dxc6! Bxd2 
21 Bxd2 bxc6 22 Ac4 

Most theoretical works claim a 
clear advantage for White at this stage. 
However, it turns out that Black is ac¬ 
tually quite comfortable! 

22.. AeS 23 Bxf7 

White tried to win in Quist-Espig, 
Germany 1993, but things turned sour 
after 23 Bb7 Bf8 24 Bxa7 Af4 25 Ba3 
i.xe3 26 Bxe3 *g7 27 Bde2 Bd8 28 
i.b3 Sd4 29 Ac2 ifc5 30 ±xe4?? 
Bdl+ 31 Bel Wxe3! 32 fxe3 Bxel+ 
33 *f2 Bal 34 a3 c5 35 Ad5 Bdl 36 
e4Bd2+0-l. 

23.. .'txf7 24 JLxf7+ *xf7 25 Bd7+ 
4>e6 26Bxh7a5 

Gufeld-Espig, Sukhumi 1972. The 
active black pieces fully compensate 
for the material deficit and a draw was 
agreed after 27 b3 a4 28 bxa4 Bxa4 29 
Ba7 Bb4 30 *fl Bbl+ 31 *e2 Ac3 
32 f3 Bb2+ 33 *fl exf3 34 gxf3 Bxh2 
35 a4 Ba2. 


B2) 

9...£ke6 (D) 
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With ...£lg4 Black has managed to 
relieve some of the cramp in his posi¬ 
tion and to centralize his knight. White 
on the other hand still has his space 
advantage and can play with either f4 
or b4 depending on inclination. 

Now White usually plays one of the 
following moves: 

B2a: 10 Bel 269 
B2b: 10 Wd2 280 


White can also play: 

1) 10 A.e2 (D) (this allows Black to 
double White’s c-pawns) and then: 



la) 10...0-0 (less testing, but per¬ 
haps safer, than the capture on c3 ex¬ 
amined next) 11 0-0 d6 12 f4 Ml 
(12...£>c5 13 iLO &e614 jtd4 Md 4+ 

15 Wxd4 Wb616 Badl is a little better 
for White according to Kapengut; a 
complicated game results from 12...fS 
13 exf5 gxf5 14 «d2 Ml 15 g4 fxg4 

16 f5 5)c5 17 b4 &a6 18 b5 £ic7 19 
iLxg4e620fiacl exfS 21 Af3 £k622 
iLxb7 f4, Skripchenko-Giterman, Mol¬ 
davia 1959) 13 f5 £k5 14 M4 a5 15 
Mgl (15 &d5 jLxd4+ led to equality 
in K.Grigorian-Stein, USSR Spar- 
takiad (Moscow) 1972) 15...'i > xg7 16 


f6+ exf6 17 Wxd6 £>e6 18 £>d5 4 - 
analysis by Averbakh. 

lb) 10..JLxc3+ 11 bxc31ta5 (Fihp 
recommends 1 l...b6, when both 12 f4? 
Ml 13 Af3 #c7 and 12 0-0 Ml 13 
f3 Wc7 14 Sbl 0-0 15 Wd2 f5 16 exf5 
gxf5 are favourable to Black, but 12 
#d5! M6 {12...Bb87? loses to 13 
1fe5} 13 f4 Bc8 14 f5 leaves White 
with a strong initiative) 12 0-0 Wxc3 
(both 12...d6 13 »d5! #xc3 14 Wb5+ 
ifS 15 Baci Wg7 16 &fdl, Dzindzi- 
chashvili-Kapengut, USSR 1961, and 

12.. .b6 13 #d5! 1^5 14 cxd5 £tc5 
15 e5 Ml 16 c4 d6 17 f4 0-0 18 a4! 
are better for White) 13 c5 with two 
possibilities: 

lbl) 13...0-0 14 Bel We5 15 Wd5 
(15 M3 S)f4 16 Ml f5?! 17 exf5 
gxf5 18 Bel Bf7 19 ttd2 £ks6 20i.g5 
Wgl 21 Bxe6! dxe6 22 Bc3 Wc5 23 
Bg3 1-0 Zhilin-Bastrikov, USSR 1960) 

15.. .#xd5? (better is 15...d6 16 cxd6 
exd6 17 M4, though White then has 
more than enough compensation for 
the pawn according to Campora) 16 
exd5 £>g7 11 ±g5 f6 18 Ah6 Se8 19 
g4! b6 20 Bfel bxc5 21 Bxc5 Ml 22 
Bbl Bac8 23 Bxc8 J&.xc8 24 M3 a6 
25 Bb6 and White’s bind gives him a 
clear advantage, Campora-Birming- 
ham, Royan 1988. 

Ib2) 13...*e5 14 Wa4 (an impor¬ 
tant alternative is 14 #d5!?, when 
Frias claims that the ending after 

14.. . 1 1 . xd5 is bad for Black, and due to 
this, he feels that 14...f6 may be the 
only reasonable reply) 14...0-0 15 
Bacl (15 f4!?) 15...£>f4 16 Af3 d6 17 
Bfdl h5! (now Black is alive and well) 
18 cxd6 exd6 19 M4 Wg5 20 M2 
(intending to meet 20...€)xg2 with 21 
Bd5) 20...i.g4 21 #d4 f6 22 We3 
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&h3+ (22...Sad8 is also possible) 23 
4fl Wxe3 24 fxe3 £>g5 25 *f2 Sad8 
with a clear advantage for Black, Vag- 
anian-Frias, Saint John 1988. 

2) 10 iLd3 (this defends e4 but re¬ 
moves WdS possibilities) 10...iLxc3+ 
11 bxc3 #35 12 0-0 g5 13 #d2 b6 14 
Sabi iLa615 c5 €)xc5 16 JLx a6 £>xa6 
17 ±xg5 Bg8 18 Ah4 #h5 19 ±g3 
£*c5 20 f3 Sc8 21 c4 #g6 22 Bfdl 
#e6 23 #c2 #c6 24 Bd5 £>e6 25 
Sbdl £>f8 26 Bel Bg6 27 f4 and 
White went on to win in Bologan- 
Garcia Padron, Las Palmas 1993. 


B2a) 

10 Scl (D) 



Stopping ...Axc3+ and threatening 
11 b4. This move is more exact than 
10 Wd2, which can sometimes allow 
Black possibilities of ...Hfa5, ...&c5, 
...Ad7, and ...£>a4. Additionally, in 
the event of ...f7-f5 White will have 
lost control of the dl-h5 diagonal (as¬ 
suming Ad3), which can be important 
in some lines. 

After 10 Scl Black has three differ¬ 
ent schemes of development: 


B2al: 10...b6 269 

B2a2: 10...Wa5 271 
B2a3: 10...d6 278 

B2a1) 

10...b6 

This move prepares ...Ab7, pres¬ 
suring White’s e-pawn and hoping to 
provoke f2-f3, which would weaken 
White’s dark squares on the h2-b8 di¬ 
agonal. Black, if allowed this, would 
then continue with ...Ae5 and ..MbS, 
forcing White to weaken his king po¬ 
sition further. 

Sadly enough, against such a solid, 
centre-oriented opening as the Mar¬ 
oczy Bind, such a plan cannot be fully 
correct. However, against somewhat 
inaccurate play it can succeed (see 11 
Ae2 in the next note!). 

11 Ad3! (D) 

The best move, protecting the e- 
pawn and thus making f2-f3 unneces¬ 
sary. 

In Levchenkov-Kapengut, USSR 
1971, White tried 11 Ae2 which, while 
not a bad move, isn’t the most exact, as 
after ...Ab7 the e-pawn needs protec¬ 
tion. The real problems for White came 
after 12 f3 Ae5 (and not 12...0-0?!, 
when 13 0-0 f5 14 exf5 gxf5 15 f4! 
gives White the advantage, Damjano- 
vie-Szilagyi, Varna 1971) 13 Wd2 Wb8 
14 g3?! (a second inaccuracy, throw¬ 
ing away all hopes of obtaining an 
opening advantage; best is 14 Sdl, 
seeking to encourage ...d6 which would 
make ...Ae5 and ...WbS look silly - 
then after 14...#d615 Wcl Wb8 {Black 
has nothing better than to repeat) 16 
g3 f6 17 £>d5 White would have some 
advantage, Simagin-Bannik, USSR 
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Ch 1961) 14...h5 15 f4? (a serious mis¬ 
take; the loss of Black’s dark-squared 
bishop isn’t as serious as the weakness 
of White’s e-pawn and light squares, 
so 15 5M5 is correct, with equality) 
15...Axc3 16 #xc3 f6! 17 Af3 Ac6 
18 *f2 #b7 19 Bcel h4 20 b4 Axe4 
21 Axe4 #xe4 22 Axb6 «c6 23 Aa5 
hxg3+ 24 #xg3 #xc4 25 #xg6+ *f8 
26 #e4 Bc8 27 f5 #d4+ 28 Be3 Bh4 
0 - 1 . 

Another set-up is 11 #d2 Ab7 12 
Ae2 0-0 13 f3, when 13...f5 leads to 
an advantage for White: 14 exf5 gxf5 
15 £>d5 #e8 16 0-0 Wf7 17 b4 f4 18 
Af2 £>g5 19 h4! ± B.Lalid-Conquest, 
Hastings 1995/6. 



ll...Ab7 

1 l...£)c5?! just loses time: 12 Abl 
d6 13 b4 fal 14 Ad4 iLxd4 15 l r xd4 
0-0 16 0-0 Aa6 17 £id5 ± Chandler- 
Larsen, Hastings 1987/8. 

120 - 00-0 

If Black attempts to follow his play 
(vs 10 Ae2) in the note to White’s 10th 
move he gets squashed: 12...#68? 13 
#d2 #d6 14 £>d5 g5 15 b4 h5 16 
Bfdl Ae5 17 h3 Af4 18 Afl Ac6 19 
JLxf4 £>xf4 20 #b2! and White is 


clearly better, Mochalov-Kapengut, 
USSR 1975/6. 

13 b4 

Plans based on f2-f4 are also possi¬ 
ble, but the text is more thematic, 
gaining space on the queenside and 
shutting Black’s knight out of the 
game. On 13 #d2, Cuban GM Roman 
Hernandez got equality against Frey at 
Bayamo 1983 with 13...fle8 14 f4 
fa5 15 f5 d6 16 Bf4 Ae 5 17 Bh4 e6 
18 Bh3 £>xd3 19 #xd3 #c7 20 Ad4 
exf5 21 exf5 Axd4+ 22 #xd4 #c5. 

A good alternative, though, is 13 
Abl!? (D), when Black has: 



1) 13...f5 14 exf5 gxf5 15 #h5 
#e8 16 #xe8 Baxe8 17 f4 d6 18 b3 
Ad4 19 Axd4 5)xd4 20 Heel *f7 21 
Be3 Bg8 V 2 -V 2 Marciano-Apicella, 
Wildbad 1990. 

2) 13...Bc8 14 b3 d6 15 #d2 (15 f4 
fa5 16 f5! ± a6 17 SM5 fail 18 #d2 
Axd5 19 exd5 £>f6 20 Ad4 b5 21 
Ad3 £lg4 22 Ae2! ± Espig-R.Her- 
nandez, Tallinn 1975) 15...a5 16-SM5 
(16 Bfdl fa5 17 Ah6 Axh618 #xh6 
#e8 19 Bd4 f6 20 &d5 e5 21 Bd2 
Axd5 22 Bxd5 #e7 23 Bcdl fa6 24 
Bxd6 £rf4 led to unclear play in 
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Tseshkovsky-R.Hemandez, Las Pal¬ 
mas 1976) 16...£k:5 17 Ag5 f6 18 Ae3 
± Hiibner-R.Hernandez, Las Palmas 
1976. 

Returning to the main line after 13 
b4 (D). 



13.«.a5 

Trying to gain some play on the 
queenside, but also creating a weak¬ 
ness on b6. But what else is Black to 
do? Alternate plans are: 

1) 13...f5?! is an understandable 
reaction: Black wants to break one of 
the two pillars of the Bind, but in do¬ 
ing so he just creates more weaknesses 
in his position. 14 exf5 gxf5 15 f4! 
(with the idea of Wh5) 15...We8 16 
£ki5 Bc817 Ae2! ^c718 Ah5 «fd819 
Ad4 £>xd5 20 Axg7! *xg7 21 cxd5 
Sxcl 22 «U4+ Ef6 23 Sxcl lfb8 24 
Af3 Wd6 25 a3 e6 26 #e5! exd5 27 
b5! ± Lemer-Silva, Odessa 1976. 

2) 13...5M4 takes advantage of the 
fact that with Ad3 White has lost 
some control of d4 as a result of block¬ 
ing the d-file. Unfortunately for Black, 
after 14 Abl! he must retreat, because 
the attempt to anchor the knight with 

14...e5 allows 15 f4 d6 16 f5 with a 


strong attack. On 14...£ic6 White has 

15 a3 Sc8 16 f4 d6 17 #d3 Wd7 18 
Sfdl with a clear edge, Suba-Taima- 
nov, Bucharest 1979. 

3) 13...Bc8 14 Wd2 Aa6 15 £>d5 
£>c7 16 c5 Axd3 17 Wxd3 bxc5 18 
Ax c5 £)xd5 19 WxdS t Nunn-Larsen, 
Hastings 1987/8. 

4) 13..Jfe8 14 f4 f5 15 £k!5 *h8 

16 exf5 gxf5 17 Ae2 Sg818 Ah5 #f8 
19 2f2 2c8 20 Af3 &c7 21 Bfc2 with 
the better game for White in Renet- 
Apicella, French Ch 1991. 

14a3axb4 

The attempt to ease the pressure by 
exchanging pieces in Buki6-Jok$i6, 
Yugoslav Ch 1974 failed after 14...d6 
15 Abl axb4 16 axb4 Axc3 17 Exc3 
Sal 18 Wd2 #a8 19 f3 Wa7 20 Ad3 
Bxfl+21 Axfl ±. 

15 axb4 Sa3 16lTd2f5? 

In ECO , GM Filip recommends 

16.. .Ad4 as a better try, claiming that 
White only ends up with a slight ad¬ 
vantage. One possible continuation is 

17 &b5 Axe3 18 Wxe3 Sa4 19 Sbl 
Ac6 20 &c3 Sa3 21 *hd5 Axd5 22 
exd5 £if4 23 #xf4 Sxd3 24 #e4 Sa3 

25 c5 ±. 

17 £>d5! Axd5 18exd5f4 19dxe6 
fxe3 20 «Txe3 Sf6 21 exd7 Sd6 22 c5! 
Sdxd3 

So far Csom-Planinc, Banja Luka 
1974. Now 23 Ife6+ *f8 24 cxb6! 
Bxd7 (24...«fxd7 25 Bc8+) 25 b7 Bxb7 

26 Sc8 would have won for White. 

B2a2) 

10...#a5 (D) 

This move makes more sense than 

10.. .b6. Black prevents 11 b4 and, as a 
result, keeps c5 open for his knight. 
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Unfortunately, however, White can 
exploit the exposed position of the 
queen to pick up tempi. White now 
has: 

B2a2a: Utd2 272 
B2a2b: llJke2 276 
B2a2c: 11 ±d3! 277 

One other possibility for White is 
11 !d5!? Axc3+(ll...« , xd5?! 12cxd5 
&d413 £lb5 {13 £xd4 £.xd414 &b5 
is ±} 13...£>xb5 14 jLxbS ±xb2 15 
Bc2 &g7 16 Axal 0-0 17 £b6 d6 18 
a4±- analysis by M.Ivanov) 12 Bxc3 
Wxa2 13 Ad! Wa4 14 Ae2 d6 15 0-0 
Vtc6 16 b4 a5 V 2 -V 2 M.Ivanov-Heine 
Nielsen, Ars 1995, 17 Ba3 a4 18 
WXC6+ bxc6 19 jSLdl c5 20 JLxa4+ 
iLd7 21 b5 £)d4 is unclear according 
to M.Ivanov. 

B2a2a) 

llVd2 

Meeting the threat to the a-pawn, 
but possibly not the best move, as play 
now transposes into lines usually 
originating from the move-order 10 
'B r d2 Wa5 11 Bel. The point is that 
while Wd2 is not a bad move, it isn’t 


necessarily the most exact and can of¬ 
ten be dispensed with entirely. 

Il...d6 

Once thought to be inferior, 1 l...b6! 
(D) became popular when Larsen used 
it to make an easy draw against Kar¬ 
pov: 



1) 12 $Le2 fLbl 13 f3 and now 
Black must choose a kingside pawn 
to push: 

la) 13...h5 (an idea of Larsen’s) 14 
0-0 (14 b3 h4 15 £«15 #xd2+ 16 
4>xd2 ±h6 17 Bhdl JLxe 3+ 18 <£xe3 
g5 19 b4 d6 led to good play for Black 
in Kramnik-Ljubojevid, Monaco Am¬ 
ber rpd 1994) 14...g5 15 Bfdl (Black 
also does well after 15 a3 We5 16 
Bfdl d6 17 b4 h4 18 £ld5 *f8 19 JLfl 
£.c6 20 Vtd 3 £>f4 21 &xf4 gxf4 22 
£d4 Wxd4+ 23 Wxd4 &xd4+ 24 
Bxd4 Bh5 25 c5?! dxc5 26 bxc5 b5 27 
e5 h3! 28 Bel hxg2 29 &xg2 Bc8 30 
Bxf4 jLd5 ? Short-Larsen, Brussels 
1987) 15...d6 and now: 

lal) 16 a3 *f8 17 Vxd2 18 
Bxd2 Bc8 (the immediate 18...h4 19 
b4 JLe5 is also possible) 19 b4 Jke5 
20 a4 £xd5 21 exd5 Af4 22 *f2 
jkxe3+ 23 *xe3 £>f4 24 M 1 h4 25 



Maroczy Bind: 7..&g4 


273 


a5, Campora-Cebalo, San Bernardino 
1988, and now Black can equalize with 
25...*g7 26 axb6 axb6 27 Hal &g6 
28 Ha6 29 Hc2 Hb8 30 Ha7 <±>f6 
= - analysis by Cebalo. 

Ia2) 16 £>d5 Wxd2 17 Hxd2 JLeS 
(or 17...h4 18b4.fi.e5 19 a4 f6 20 Ha2 
<4>f7 21 fldl £>f4 22 Afl J.xd5 23 
cxd5 Hac8 24 a5 Hc3 25 Af2 Hb8! = 
Schmidt- Kuczynski, Slupsk 1988) 18 
b4 Hc8 19 a4 h4 20 ±fl f6 21 Ha2 
Ad4 22 *f2 *f7 23 a5 i.xd5 24 exd5 
.fi.xe3+ 25 &xe3 £)f4 with equality, 
Karpov-Larsen, Brussels 1987. 

lb) 13...f5 (this doesn’t have a good 
reputation) 14 exf5 gxf5 15 0-0 Hg8 

16 Hfdl d6 and now: 

lbl) 17 a3?! allows Black to initi¬ 
ate sharp play with 17...f4!?. In Kas¬ 
parov-Yurtaev, Vilnius 1975, Black 
had a winning position after 18 iLxf4 
±d4+ 19 *hl Wf5 20 £>d5? (20 Ae3! 
is unclear) 20...jLxd5 21 cxd5 £)xf4 
22 Jtb5+ *f8 23 l r xd4 Hxg2 24 
.fi.d7? Hxh2+ 25 *xh2 #h5+ 26 *g3 
&e2+ 27 *f2 £>x d4 28 Hxd4 «Fh2+. 

Ib2) 17 &d5 Wxd2 18 Hxd2 Hc8 

19 b4 Jk.c5 20 f4 ±xd5 21 JLh5+ *d7 
22 fxe5 Axc4 23 exd6 exd6 24 Hcdl ± 
Kochiev-Mukhin, USSR 1976. 

2) 12 Wd5 and here: 

2a) 12...1 r xd5 13 exd5! (13 cxd5 
5)c5 14 f3 V 2 -V 2 Szekely-Maijanovi6, 
Moscow 1989; Black would continue 
with 14...a5 =) 13...SM4 14 i.d3 Ab7 
15 0-0 0-0 16 Hfdl ± G.Morrison- 
W.Watson, British Ch (Blackpool) 
1988. That game continued 16...£)f5 

17 Axf5 gxf5 18 f4 e6 19 jfid4 Hfc8 

20 Axg7 *xg7 21 €)b5 a6 22 £ld6 
Hc7 23 Hc3 Hb8 24 Hb3 b5 25 dxe6 
fxe6 26 cxb5 JLd5 27 Hg3+ *f6 28 
bxa6 Ha7 29 5)b7 $Lx b7 30 axb7 


Hbxb7 31 Bb3 Hxb3 32 axb3 Hb7 33 
Hd3 d5 and Black made a draw in 53 
moves. 

2b) 12...Hb8! 13 Wxa5 bxa5 14 b3 
Ad4 (14...JLxc3+ 15 Hxc3 Hb7 16 
.fi.e2 a4 17 0-0 0-0 18 c5 ± Langeweg- 
Tomov, Plovdiv 1974) 15 J.d2 (Van 
der Sterren-Rogers, Prague 1992 was 
drawn at this point) 15...d6 16 £kl5 
£>c5 17 5)c7+?! *d7 18 £ib5 i.e5 19 
JLxa5 £>xe4 20 .fi.d3 £lc5 21 iLc2 a6 
22 &a7 i.b7 23 0-0 :fie4 24 b4 ±xc2 
25 Hxc2 Hb7! 26 bxc5 dxc5 27 Heel 
Hhb8 28 Hfel Jkd6 29 g3 Hxa7 and 
Black went on to win in Sion-Garcia 
Padron, Spanish Cht 1994. 

3) 12 J.d3 Ab7 13 0-0 g5 (D) and 
now: 



3a) 14 f3 J.e5 15 Hfdl Hc8 16 b3 
Af4 17 ibl d6 18 S)d5 Wxd2 19 
i.xd2 i.xd2 20 Hxd2 b5 21 &e3 b4 22 
Hcdl £)c5 23 Jfic2 a5 with excellent 
play for Black, Voroniatov-Vokarev, 
Russia 1993. 

3b) 14 b3 h5 15 jLbl h4 16 Hfdl 
d6 17 f3 Jkc6 18 Wb2 0-0 19 b4 We5 
20 Wd2 Hfc8 21 £>d5 *f8 and again 
Black has very good play, Bragin- 
Vokarev, Russian club Ch 1993. 
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3c) 14 Sfdl d6 15 a3 (15 f3 Ae5 
16 *hl ±f4 17 i.xf4 £lxf4 18 Afl 
£>e6 19 a3 We5 20 £*15 h5 21 b4 *f8 
22 Bel Bc8 23 Bcdl £>f4! 24 *gl 
jLxd5! 25 exd5 Wf6 is equal, Popo- 
vic-Cebalo, Yugoslavia 1988) 15...h5 
16 Bc2 (according to Cebalo, Black 
gets an edge after 16 b4 Wxa3 17 £kl5 
Wb2 18 Bc2 We5 19 c5 bxc5 20 bxc5 
,&xd5 21 exd5 5)xc5 22 iLxc5 dxc5) 

16.. .1Ld4 (also deserving serious con¬ 
sideration is 16...h4!? 17 b4 We5 18 
£>d5 *f8) 17 b4 We5 18 £>d5 £xe3 
(18...*f8!?) 19 fxe3 Bc8 20 Bfl £>g7 

21 Wf2 f6 22 Wei 0-0 (also good is 

22.. .*f7 23 Wal Wxal 24 Bxal e6 25 
£>c3 *e7 =) 23 a4 h4 24 Wal Wxal 25 
Bxal JiLxd5 26 exd5, Ljubojevi6-Kor- 
chnoi, Tilburg 1987, and now 26...a5 
27 Bb2 Bc7 28 bxa5 bxa5 29 Bb5 Ba8 
30 Babl < &f7 is equal according to Ce¬ 
balo. 

4) 12 b3 Ab7 13 $M5 Wxd2+ 14 
*xd2 Bc8 15 b4 £>d4 (15.. JLd4 16 
jLd3 d6 17 f4 f6 18 *e2 A.xe3 19 
*xe3 *f7 20 Bc3 £>d8 21 Bc2 i.c6 

22 h4 Ad7 23 a3 £>e6 24 g4 left Black 

in a very passive position in Neste- 
rov-Ilinsky, Bishkek Z 1993) 16 Ad3 
£)c6? (a poor move; Levin gives the 
logical 16...e6 as leading to an unclear 
position) 17 c5 e6 (also poor is 17...b5 
18 JLxb5 e6 19 Axc6 £lx c6 20 £>c3 
Bb8 21 Bbl ixc3+ 22 *xc3 i.xe4, 
Balashov-Kotsur, Kurgan 1995, 23 
.£Lf4 ± Balashov) 18 cxb6 exd5 19 
exd5 £ie5 20 Bxc8+ iLxc8 21 bxa7 
l.b7 22 Aa6 Axd5 23 b5 £ic4+ 24 
< 4’e2 5)xe3 25 fxe3 26 b6 and, in 

Levin-Lemer, Berlin 1992, White won 
in five more moves. 

The position after ll...b6 seems 
quite satisfactory for Black, but the 


immediate 1 l...g5 not nearly so clear: 

12 iLe2 (the aggressive-looking 12 h4 
is not so effective: 12...h6 13 Wd5 
Wb4 14 Bc2 {14 hxg5 hxg5 15 Bxh8+ 
±xh8 16 e5!?} 14...d6 15 hxg5 hxg5 
16 Bxh8+ J.xh8 17 Wb5+ Wxb5 18 
5)xb5 iLd7 = Portisch-Reshevsky, 
Amsterdam IZ playoff 1964) 12...jLe5 
(12...Qf4 13 0-0 JLe5 14 Bfdl d6 15 
£fo5 5)xe2+ 16 Wxe2 ±d7 17 b4 Wd8 
18 J&.xg5 led to an eventual win for 
White in Uhlmann-PiriSi, Dieren 1990) 

13 g3 Bg8 14 0-0 g4? (the calm 

14...d6 15 *hl Ad7 16 f4 gxf4 17 
gxf4 iLxc3 18 Bxc3 Ac6 19 Af3 f5 
has been recommended by Kapengut) 
15 c5 h5 16 Wd5 Wc7 17 Ac4! h4 18 
£>b5 Wb8 19 &d4 £>g5 20 f4! Axd4+ 
21 Wxd4 £>f3+ 22 Bxf3 gxf3 23 
£ld6+ ^fS 24 j^xf7 is winning for 
White, Kluger-Lukacs, Budapest 1967. 

Now we return to the main line af¬ 
ter 11... d6 (D): 



12iLe2 

Also playable is 12 jLd3, though 
Black is OK after 12.. JLd7 (12...g5 13 
0-0 £d7 14 ±bl We5 15 b4 h5 16 
&d5 <4>f8 17 Bfdl Aa4 18 Ac2 i.c6 
19 f3 h4 gave Black good chances in 
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Wojtkiewicz-Maherramzade, Linares 
Open 1997) 13 0-0 (after 13 b3 Ac6 
14 Abl #h5 15 £>d5 g5! 16 #e2 {16 
0-0 Sg8 intending ...£rf4 is fine for 
Black) 16...1 r xe2+ 17 *xe2 b6 18 h4 
h6 19 hxg5 hxg5 20 Bxh8+ Axh8 the 
position is equal, Keene-Levy, Cama- 
guey 1974) and now: 

1) 13...£>c5 14 Abl 0-0 15 Ah6 
Ac6 16 b3 Sfe8 17 Axg7 *xg7 18 f4 
Wl>4 19 Heel a5 20 He3 a4 21 f5 f6 = 
Podgaets-Taborov, USSR 1976. 

2) 13...0-014 b3 Hfc8 15 f4?! £>c5 
16 A bl Ac6 17 f5 £ld7 18 -4-hl a6 19 
Wei b5 20 Ad2 bxc4 21 £>d5 #d8 22 
Aa5 #f8 23 fxg6 hxg6 with an un¬ 
clear position, Kudrin-Larsen, Hast¬ 
ings 1986/7. 

3) Naturally, the standard 13...g5 

14 fifdl We5 also deserves considera¬ 
tion. 

4) 13...Ac614 Hfel (14 Abl #115 

15 £kl5 g5 16 f3 Ae5 17 g3 fig8 18 
#f2 Af419 *hl Axe3 20 #xe3 f6 21 
f4 favoured White in Browne-Water¬ 
man, Sunnyvale 1974) 14...0-015 Ah6 
#e5! 16 Axg7*xg717Hcdl &c5 18 
Af 1 a5 = Nogueiras-Korchnoi, Mont¬ 
pellier Q 1985. 

12...Ad7 (D) 



13 0-0 £sc5 

13...Ac6 is an important alterna¬ 
tive. After 14 f3 we have: 

1) 14...g5!? (playing for control of 
e5) 15 Hfdl (after 15 b3,15...Ae5 16 
#b2! £>d4 17 Ad3 b5 18 #d2 bxc4 

19 Axc4 £>e6 20 Axe6 fxe6 21 Axg5 
± Ma.Tseitlin-Bukhman, Leningrad 
Ch 1970, but according to Kapengut 
Black can improve with 15...Hg8! 16 
#b2 £>f4 17 Sf2 &xe2+ 18 Hxe2 g4) 

15.. .h5 16 4)d5 #xd2 17 Hxd2 b6 18 
b4 Hc8 19 a4 and after Black took a 
tainted pawn by 19...Axa4 20 Ha2 b5 
21 cxb5 flxcl+ 22 Axel, White went 
on to win in Frias-Averbakh, New 
York WFW 1990. 

2) 14...f5 15 exf5 gxf5 and then: 
2a) 16 Hfdl? f4! 17 Axf4 Hg8 18 

Ag3 Ad4+ 19 Af2 (19 i?hl Hxg3 T) 

19.. .Axf2+ 20 *xf2 #c5+ gave Black 
a strong attack in Utiatsky-Mukhin, 
Tashkent 1963. 

2b) 16 f4 £>c5 17 Ah5+ *d7 18 
Ad4 (18 #c2 Axc3 19 #xf5+ &e6 

20 #h3 Ad2 21 Axd2 #xd2 is un¬ 
clear, Schmidt-Eliskases, Leipzig OL 
1960) 18...£le4 is equal according to 
Levy. 

14 Ah6! 

The best try for an advantage. If 14 
f3. Black has 14...£>a4 forcing simpli¬ 
fication: 15 £)xa4 (15 Ad4 Axd4+ 16 
Wxd4 #c5 17 #xc5 dxc5 18 £>d5 
Hc8 19 Hc2 £rt>6 20 Bfcl Ac6 = 
Damjanovi6-Velimirovi6, Yugoslavia 
1977) 15...#xd2 16 Axd2 Ad4+ 17 
*hl Axa4 18 Ac3 Axc3 19 Hxc3 b6 
20 ‘ifegl = Dra5ko-Velimirovi6, Budva 
1986. 

A similar motif was seen in Khol¬ 
mov-Averbakh, Moscow 1970 after 
14 Af3 Ac6 15 Ad4 0-0 16 Axg7 
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*xg7 17 #e3 Sad8 18 fifdl Wb6 19 
Hd2 £&4! =. 

14...0-0 

Necessary, as 14...Axe3 IS Sxc3 
£ixe4 16 #d4 We5 17 #xe5 dxeS 18 
Se3 £>f6 (18...£>d6 19 Ag7 Sg8 20 
Axe5) 19 h3 leaves White on top. 

15 Ax g7 *xg716 b3 Ac617 fifel 
£>e6?! 

A better plan is ...flad8 intending 
...e7-e5 and ... < 53e6-d4. In ECO, Filip 
gives 17...Had8 18 #b2 e5 19 b4 #b6 
20 Afl f5 21 Axd5 22 exd5 Hc8 
with an unclear position. 

18Ag4± 

Korchnoi-Petrosian, Odessa Ct (5) 
1974. 


B2a2b) 

11 Ae2d6 

1 l...Axc3+!? deserves attention. 

Another possibility is 1 l...b6: 

1) 12 0-0 Ab7 13 f3 g5 (note that 
this idea is not so good if the queen 
hasn’t gone to d2) 14 Bf2 hS IS Afl 
WeS (White also gains the advantage 
after 15...Axc3 16 Hxc3 g4 17 f4! 
Axe4 18 f5 g3 19 hxg3 £ic5 20 Ha3 
#b4 21 #d4 fig8 22 Ad2 trapping the 
black queen, Chandler-Larsen, Hast¬ 
ings 1990/1) 16 Hd2 d6 (16...Ac6 17 
b4 Hd8 18 £>d5 #68 19 cS bxc5 20 
bxc5 AeS 21 h3 Sg8 22 #b3 g4 23 
#xb8 Axb8 24 hxg4 hxg4 25 f4! 
AxdS 26 exdS Axf4 27 Axf4 &xf4 
28 fid4 £ih5 29 Ha4 and White has a 
clear advantage, even though he’s a 
pawn down, Stangl-Becker, Bundes- 
liga 1991/2) 17 £>d5 *f8 18 b4 Ah6 
19 #b3 g4 20 Axh6+ Sxh6 21 #e3 
Wg7 22 f4 ± Short-Larsen, Hastings 
1987/8. 


2) 12 #d5!? #xd5 13 cxd5 £>d4! 
15 Ac4 (15 Axd4?! Axd4 15 &b5 
Axb2 16 £>c7+ *d8 17 Sc2 Bb8 7) 

15...Ab7 15 *d2 (15 0-0 Bc8 16 b3± 
Rogers) 15...e6! 16 Hhdl Hc8 17 b3 
0-0 18 *d3 exd5 19 £lxd5 £lc6 = 
Ribli-Rogers, Bundesliga 1995/6. 
120-0 Ad7 (D) 



13£)d5!? 

Sharpest, but perhaps not best. 
Zek recommends 13 f3 Ac6 14 Bf2!? 
followed by Afl and Sd2, while after 
13 f4 ?3c5 (according to Yakovich, 

13...Ac6 14 f5 £>c5 15 f6 Axf6 16 
Bxf6 exf6 17 #xd6 £>e6 18 £>d5 #d8 
19 #a3 is ±) 14 e5 (Yakovich also 
mentions 14 Ad4!?) 14...Ac615 exd6 
Bd8 16 £ki5 Axd5 17 dxe7 *xe7 18 
cxd5 Black lost quickly in Yakovich- 
Sedina, Volgograd 1995. 

13.. .Axb2 14 Bbl Ag7 15 Bxb7 

An extremely sharp position has 

been reached. For a long time Black 
was thought to be in critical condition, 
but now it seems that there are defen¬ 
sive resources. 

15.. .£m18! 

This is the only way that Black can 
put up resistance. 15...Ac6? loses 
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brilliantly to 16 Bxe7+ *f8 17 c5!! 
£>xc5 (17.. Jbtd5 18 Wxd5 *xe7? 19 
cxd6+ wins for White, as does 17...dxc5 
18 Bxe6! fxe6 19 £>f4 4>e7 20 £kxe6! 
- analysis by Shamkovich) 18 jLc4! 
JLxd5 19 Wxd5 *xe7 20 Wxf7+ *d8 
21 Wxg7 Se8 22 JLd5 Bb8 23 Wxh7 
£>xe4 24 £c6 Wc7 25 Wxc7+ *xc7 
26 Bel! £>c5 27 iLxe8 Bxe8 28 ±xc5 
dxc5 29 Bxc5+ and White won on the 
47th move in Shamkovich-Waterman, 
Lone Pine 1975. 

16Vb3 

Instead: 

1) Shamkovich gives 16 J&.d2 Wxa2 

17 Bb3 as being ±, but this needs to be 
t e st e d i 

2) 16 £d4 i.xd4! 17 Wxd4 f6! 
with an unclear position (Zek). 

3) 16 fibl £>e6 17 f4 jLa4! 18 Wcl 
iLc6 19 f5 4k5 is also unclear (Zek). 

4) 16 Bc7!? £te6 17 iLd2!? Wxa2 

18 Wbl Wxd219 Bxd7 0-0 with Zek’s 
usual unclear verdict. 

16.. .£hcb717 Wxb7 Bd8 

Zek claims that Black can equalize 
with 17...fic8! 18jLxa7Wa4! 19£>c7+ 
Bxc7 20 Wxc7 0-0. The text leads to a 
new burst of complications. 

18 c51? 

Black can hold the draw after 18 
i.xa7 Wxa2 19 £.b6 Wb2!? 20 Wa7 
0-0 21 Jlxd8 Bxd8 22 #c7 Wb8 23 
Wxb8 Bxb8 24 £>xe7+ *f8 25 £>d5 
iLc6 followed by ...iLxd5. 

18.. .dxc5 19 iLb5! 

Black defends on both 19 ,&g5 JLe5! 
(threatening to snare White’s queen 
with ...Bb8) 20 Bbl 0-0! and 19 JLf4!? 
0-0 20 £c7 Wxa2 ?. 

19.. Jke5 20a4e6 

The game is equal. In Voormaas- 
Zck, corr 1988-9, the conclusion was 


21 f4 exd5 22 fxe5 Wb6 23 Wxd5 We 6 
24 Wxc5 &xb5 25 axb5 Bc8 26 Wxa7 
0-0 27 b6 Wg4! 28 b7 Bc2 29 g3 We2 
30 Bf2 Wel+ V 2 -V 2 . 


B2a2c) 

11 Ad3! (D) 



A little-played but quite strong 
move. White prepares to gambit his 
a-pawn in return for the two bishops, 
pressure on the dark squares and 
space. Now plans based on ...f5 and 
...g5, ...jSLe5, ...iLf4 and ...We5 have to 
consider the fact that the white queen 
is still in contact with the dl-h5 diago¬ 
nal. 

ll..JLxc3+ 

Since this is promising for White, 
Black must look to the list of alterna¬ 
tives for salvation: 

1) ll...d6 12 0-0 (12 Wd2 trans¬ 
poses to the note {12 Jkd3} to White’s 
12th move in section B2a2a) 12...0-0 
13 jLbl Ad7 14 f4 iLc6?! (better is 
14...5)c5 15 5)d5, though White still 
retains an edge, Mednis-D.Byrne, 
USA Ch 1973) 15f5£k5 16 f6! A.xf6 
17 Bxf6! exf6 18 b4 Wxb4 19 Wxd6 
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£)a6 20 #xf6 Sfe8 21 ±d4 *f8 22 
a3 #a5 23 Bfl #c7 24 #g7+ 1-0 
Filipenko-Kliukin, Biel 1993. 

2) 1 l...g5 12 0-0 #e5 13 c5 0-014 
£kl5 £>f4 15 S)xf4 gxf416 A.d2 ± Fed- 
orowicz-Abramovi6, New York 1988. 

3) 1 l...b6 12 0-0 and now: 

3a) 12...±b7 (not best) 13 f4! 0-0 
(13...£lc5 14 i.bl &xc3 15 Bxc3 #b4 
16 a3 #3417 #e2 #c618 Ad4 0-019 
f5 &xe4 20 Be3 £>d6 21 Bxe7 Bae8 
22 fxg6 hxg6 23 Hf3 and White scored 
the point in another ten moves in 
Gofshtein-Sedina, Nova Gorica 1997) 
14 iLbl (14 a3!?) 14...d615 Bf2 Bac8 

16 £>d5 A.xd5 17 exd5 £>c5 18 a3 ± 
Am.Rodriguez-R.Hemandez, Cuban 
Ch 1988. 

3b) 12...g5 (this blockade on the 
dark squares is Black’s best plan) 13 
Abl (in Marin-Biriescu, Romanian 
Ch 1988, a sharp, even struggle en¬ 
sued after 13 a3 #e5 14 b4 Ab7 15 
£>d5 Bc8 16 g3 #d6 17 f4 gxf4 18 
gxf4 Ad419 #f3 Bg8+ 20 *hl Axe 3 

21 Wxe3 f5 22 Bcel V 2 -V 2 ) 13..JU6 
14 £kd5 Axb2 15 i.d2 Wc5 16 Ab4 
#d4 17 Wa4 Ab7 18 Bcdl £.xd5 19 
Bxd4 Ac6 20 #c2 Axd4 21 Bdl Ac5 

22 Wb2 0-0-0 23 Ac2 <4>b7 24 a4 *a8 
25 e5 Bb8 = G.Mohr-Greenfeld, Ljub¬ 
ljana Vidmar mem 1989. 

12 Bxc3 #xa213 #cl #a514c5! 

In his notes to his game with Byrne, 
Mednis reaches this position and gives 
14 0-0 b6 (14...#c7 15 c5 0-0 16 f4 f5 

17 exf5 gxf5 18 Bf3 d5 19 cxd6 #xd6 
20 Bg3+ *f7 21 #dl *e8 22 jLb5+ 
Ad7 23 Bd3 ± Eingom-Dorfman, 
USSR Ch 1984) 15 f4 Ab7 as dynami¬ 
cally equal. However, Lombardy, in 
his comments to the game in Champi¬ 
onship Chess, a book about the U.S. 


Championship and the 1973 event in 
particular, continues with 16 Ba3 #h5 
17 b4 0-0 18 Bf3 and the black queen 
is in trouble. He suggests 14...d6 15 f4 
£)c5 16 iLbl f5 as a better plan for 
Black. This all seems irrelevant in the 
face of 14 c5!. To develop. Black will 
be forced to open lines for his oppo¬ 
nent. 

14„.d6 

Or 14...b6 15 cxb6 axb6 16 0-0 
threatening Ba3 and Bc8. 

15 cxd6 exd6 16 0-0 

We are following the game Honfi- 
Szilagyi, Kecskemet 1970, which con¬ 
tinued 16...0-0 17 Ba3 #b4 18 Ac4 
Ad7 19 Bb3 #a5 20 Bxb7 Ac6 21 
Be7±. 


B2a3) 

10...d6 (D) 



Black’s most flexible move, but it 
still seems to land short of equality. 

11 b4 

Also good is 11 Jkd3, when Black 
can try: 

1) ll...a5 12 Abl Adi 13 b3 Ac6 
14 0-0 0-0 15 f4 b6 16 £ki5?! £>c5 17 
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jkd4 e6 18 £)c3 e5 = Deie-Velimiro- 
vi<5, Yugoslavia 1977. 

2) 11 ...Ml 12 0-0 (or 12 Wd2 a5 
13 0-0 fo5 14 Abl M6 15 f4 0-0 16 
e5! t Polugaevsky-Kapengut, USSR 
Ch (Leningrad) 1971) and now: 

2a) 12...a5 13 «d2 (13 f4 M6 14 
Abl £ic5 15 Wc2 0-0 16 e5 fo4 17 
£>xa4 £xa4 18 b3 ± Portisch-Larsen, 
Lugano OL 1968) 13...0-0 14 f4 fo5 
15 iLbl b6 16 Wf2 (16 f5!?) 16..J&.C6 
17 Sfdl WbS 18 SM5 Ha7 19 £.d4 
jLxd4 20 Hxd4? e5! + Ghitescu-Vel- 
imirovid, Moscow 1977. 

2b) 12...0-0 13 &bl (Beliavsky 
gives 13 b4!? a5 14 a3 axb4 15 axb4 
Ha3 16 £>d5 as ±) 13...a5 14 We2 (in 
Kosten-Larsen, Esbjerg 1988, Black 
equalized and eventually drew after 14 
f4 M6 15 Wd2 a4 16 fo5 £>c5 17 e5 
b6 18 fob4 Ml 19 exd6 #xd6 20 
Wxd6 exd6 21 Scdl 4.xb2) 14...Ac6 
15 Bfdl b6 16 f4 (sharper than 16 <$M5 
fo5 17 Jkg5 Sa7 = Beliavsky-Velim- 
irovi6, Reggio Emilia 1986/7) 16...'i f b8 
17 *L M5 Ba7 18 f5 ± Wilder-Larsen, 
Naestved 1988. 

3) 11...0-0 12 0-0 and then: 

3a) 12...&C5 13 &bl a5 14 Wd2 
±d7 15 M4 jLxd4 16 Vxd4 M6 17 
Wd2 ± Portisch-Petrosian, Palma de 
Mallorca Ct (2) 1974. Later in that 
same match, Petrosian improved his 
play... 

3b) 12...a5 13 Ml Ml 14 f4 i.c6 
15 We2 b6 16 f5 £>c5 17 Wf2 foil = 
Portisch-Petrosian, Palma de Mallorca 
Ct(8) 1974. 

3c) 12..Jkd7 13 Wd2 Wa5f 14 b3 
Sfc8 15 f4 fo5 16 i.bl M6 is un¬ 
clear, Kudrin-Larsen, Hastings 1986/7. 

11...0-0 (D) 

12 M2 



Somewhat less accurate is 12 JLd3, 
losing control of d4. Black got good 
play in Ortega-R. Hernandez, Havana 
1985, with 12...M1 and then 13 
Wd2?! a5 14 a3 &d4! 15 M2 (15 
Bbl axb4 16 axb4 Ha3!) 15...£>xc2+ 
16 Bxc2 axb4 17 axb4 t>5. However, 
White does better to play 13 0-0, when 

13.. .b6? led to Black’s strangulation in 
Csom-Short, Dortmund 1983 after 14 
Wd2 (or 14 f4 a5 15 a3 axb4 16 axb4 
Ha3 17 fo>5 Ba2 18 Bc2 Sal 19 We2 
Bxfl+ 20 &xfl M6 21 Wf2 ± Jansa- 
Hemandez, Sombor 1976) 14...Bb8 
15 f4 f5 16 exf5 gxf5 17 M2 M6 18 
£id5 Bc8 19 i.f3 Wdl 20 ±f2 <4b8 21 
Bfel i.xd5 22 cxd5 Bxcl 23 Bxcl 
foiS 24 Bc4, and 1-0 in 34. 

On 12 Wd2 Black can take advan¬ 
tage of the loss of control of b3 by 

12.. .a5 (12...b6 13 M2 Ml 14 £>d5 
fol 15 0-0 e6 16 foci Wxc7 17 f3 
and White is slightly better, Rogers- 
R.Hemandez, Calcutta 1988) 13 a3 
axb4 14 axb4 Ba3 15 iLe2 Bb3 16 
£>d5 Bb2 17 Wd3 Be8 18 0-0 fol 19 
Bbl (19 M61 £>xd5!) 19...&xd5 20 
cxd5 Ba2 = Vuki6-Velimirovi6, Banja 
Luka 1983. 

12...a5 
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The alternatives also favour White: 

1) 12...f5?! 13 exf5 gxf5 14 f4 a5 
13 a3 axb4 16 axb4 Ba3 17 Wd2 J.d7 
18 0-0 Ac6 19 JLf3 ± Vaisman-Szil- 
agyi, Budapest 1975. 

2) 12...b6 13 0-0 i.b7 14 £kl5 (14 
Wd2 Bc8 15 £ki5 4k7 16 Jkg5 £>xd5 

17 exd5 £f6 18 ±h6 Ag7 19 ±xg7 
*xg7 20 «U4+ *g8 21 Bfel e5 22 
dxe6 fxe6 23 &g4 ± Bagirov-Tercntiev, 
Daugavpils 1990) 14...'B f d7 (14...4k7 
15 Ag5 f6 16 &e3 *h8 17 Wb3 «W7 

18 fifdl ± C.Hansen-Larsen, Esbjerg 
1988) 15 Ag4 f5 16 £h3! 4k7 17 
£>xc7 Wxc7 18 exf5 gxf5 19 c5! ± 
Adoijan-Larsen, Hastings 1986/7. 

13 a3 axb4 14 axb4 i.d7 15 0-0 
i.c616lM2 

16 f3, as in Szymczak-R.Heman- 
dez, Polanica Zdroj 1983, is unneces¬ 
sary since after 16 Wd2 Black can’t 
take the e-pawn because of 16.. Jkxc3 
17 Vxc3 Axe418 Ah6 Se819 Bfel!. 

16..Jla317 £>d5 Se8 

Velimirovid’s improvement over 

17...*h8?! 18 JLb6 fU7 19 f4 f5 20 
exf5 gxf5 21 Af3 2fa8 22 Seel Sal 
23 b5 iLxd5 24 Wxd5 £kl8 25 Sxal 
Sxal 26 Sxal i.xal 27 c5 e6 28 c6 
and Black had a lost ending in Por- 
tisch-Pfleger, Manila 1974. With the 
text Velimirovi6 prepares a way to 
bring his knight into play. 

18 Sfdl 4)f819 h3 &d7 

The game is equal. Marjanovic- 
Velimirovi£, Sarajevo 1984 continued 
20 c5 Aa4 21 cxd6 exd6 22 Sel £c6 
23 A.g5 £>f6 24 4)xf6+ &xf6 25 i.xf6 
#xf6 26 f3 Bea8 27 A.c4 V 2 -V 2 . 

B2b) 

10 Wd2 (D) 



Though this is more committal than 
10 Scl, it is still not easy for Black to 
prove equality. 

10...d6 

Not recommended is 10...b6 11 JLe2 
Ab7 12 0-0 0-0 (12...Vb8 13 Sadi 
Ac6 14 £>d5 Wb7 15 i.h6 d6 16 
£xg7 4)xg7 17 Wh6 4k618 b4 0-0-0 
19 a4! ± Perez-Wexler, Mar del Plata 
1961) 13 f3 (13 £>d5 4k5 14 f3 a5 15 
Sadi ±xd5 16 cxd5 Bc8 17 Ab5 Wc7 

18 d6 exd6 19 Wxd6 &xb2 20 Wxc7 
Sxc7 212d6 Sb7 22 a4 Ae5 23 Sd5 
d6 24 f4 JLc3 25 Bxd6 £>xe4 26 Bxb6 
and White’s two bishops gave him a 
clear endgame advantage in Krogius- 
Anastasian, St Petersburg 1994) 13...d6 
14 Sacl 2c8 15 £>d5 Se8 16 Sfdl 
4k5 17b4± Iserman-Roizman, USSR 
1972. 

Black’s best continuation may be 

10...Vi r a5!, with the idea of transpos¬ 
ing, via 11 Scl b6, into section B2a2a. 
Of course. White doesn’t have to an¬ 
swer 10...Wa5 with 11 Scl. Instead he 
can dare Black to capture on c3: 

1) 11 Ae2 d6 (1 l...b6 12 0-0 J.b7 
13 Sfdl d6 14 4)d5! »xd2 15 Sxd2 
Bc8 16 Scl 4k5 17 f3 f5 18 b4 £k!7 

19 c5! ± Kovacs-Nikitin, Leningrad 
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1960) 12 0-0 JLx c3 (l2...A.d7) 13 bxc3 
iLd7 14 f4 £k:5 (Kapengut recom¬ 
mends 14...JLc6 IS B.d4 f6 16 eS fxeS 
17 fxe5 5)xd4 18 Wxd4 «xe5) 15 
Wd4 f6 16 eS! ± Steiner-Landgraff, 
corr 1966-7. 

2) 11 Ad3 £xc3 (11...0-0 12 0-0 
*h8 13 f4 d6 14 a3 Wd8 15 -SM5 <&c5 

16 Sabi f5 17 Axc5 dxc5 18 e5 e6 19 
£k:3 g5 20 £)b5 ± Orev-Mikenas, 
Sofia 1962) 12 bxc3 b6 13 0-0 Aa6 14 
f4 f5 (14...Bc8!? 15 f5 £>c5 is not 
clear) 15 Sadi 0-0-0 16 exf5 gxf5 17 
g4 with a distinct advantage for White, 
Zitman-Steinmeyer, corr 1959. 

11JU2 

11 g3, as played in F.Olafsson-Sim- 
agin, Moscow 1959, is very strange. 
Though White managed to keep a 
small edge after 11.. JLd7 12 Bel a5 

13 &g2 Jic6 14 0-0 0-0 15 f4 Bc8 16 
Bfdl Sk5 17 Wf2, it’s doubtful that 
anyone will be quick to repeat the line. 

11 Scl transposes into lines from 
B2a (10 Bel). 

11.. .£d7 

11.. .6C5 12 Bdl &d7 13 b4 &a4 

14 5)xa4 iLxa4 15 Bbl is clearly bet¬ 
ter for White according to Kapengut. 

Playable is 11...0-0 12 0-0 £)c5 13 
f3 a5 14 Badl Ae615 b3 Wb616 &b5 
Bfc8 17 *hl, when 17...Wd8 followed 
by 18 ..MfS left White with only a 
minimal advantage in Makarov-Vel- 
imirovi6, Arandjelovac 1993. 

12 0-0 0-0 (D) 

Two other possibilities: 

1) tt.-WaS 13 Bfcl £ic5 14 A.f3 
£ia4 15 jU4 iLxd4 16 l r xd4 #e5 

17 Wxe5 ± Gufeld-Georgadze, USSR 
1973. 

2) 12...a513£id5£>c514£.d40-0 

15 Axg7 *xg7 16 We3 Ac6 17 Badl 


and White has an edge, Robatsch- 
Kagan, Skopje OL 1972. 

White’s advantage is very small in 
both these cases. 



13 Badl 

Other moves have not proved effec¬ 
tive: 

1) 13 f4 Jic6 14 Af3 (14 f5 £lc5 
15 Af3 a5 16 Ah6 Wb6 17 £xg7 
*xg7 18 *hl f619 &d5 {19 Bael re¬ 
tains equality) 19...jfe.xd5 20 exd5 £kl7 
and Black is slightly better, Spassky- 
Savon, USSR Ch (Moscow) 1973) 

14.. .Wa5! 15 Bad £ic5 is given as un¬ 
clear by Kapengut. 

2) 13 Bad a5! 14 Bfdl Ac6 15 f3 
£)c5 16 b3 and now 16... 1 H r b6 is ap¬ 
proximately equal (Keres-Petrosian, 
Bled/Zagreb/Belgrade Ct 1959) while 

16.. .b6 is passive but solid: 17 JLd4 
(17 JLfl Wb8 18 &e2 Sd8 19 £>d4 
±e8 20 «T2 Ba7 21 Obi Hc8 22 a3 
#a8 23 b4 axb4 24 axb4 £ld7 25 
£>b5 Ba2 26 Bd2 Bal 27 Uddl Sa2 
28 Bd2 V 2 -V 2 Komeev-Utemov, Smo¬ 
lensk Cup 1991) 17...£xd4+18 Wxd4 
Wb8 19 f4 Wb7 20 £kl5 and White is 
slightly better, Cvetkovi6-Velimirovi6, 
Yugoslavia 1992. This kind of position 
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is explored in more detail in Chapter 

12 . 

13.. Jkc6 14 £>d5 

The space-gaining 14 b4!? is a 
good idea here: 14...b6 15 £>d5 £>c7 
16 Ah6 ± Banas-Szilagyi, Stary Smok- 
ovec 1976. 

14.. .£>c5 

Too passive is 14...He8? 15 f4 £>c7 
16 f5 &a6, Larsen-Petrosian, Santa 
Monica 1966, and now 17 b4! leaves 
Black with a miserable position. 

15 f3 

Lame is 15 Wc2 a5! (15...&xe4 16 
Wxe4 e6 also suffices for equality) 16 
Axc5 dxc5 17 £tf6+ &xf6 18 flxd8 
fiaxd8 with good compensation for 
Black - analysis by Boleslavsky. 

15.. .a5 16 &gS 

And not 16 Ad4? i.xd4+ 17 Wxd4 
e5 18 «fd2 £>e6 19 £>e3 Wb6 when 
Black has a clear advantage, Porath- 
Larsen, Amsterdam IZ 1964. 

16.. .6.8 17 b3 (D) 



White has a minimal edge. 

In conclusion it can be seen that 10 
ficl puts the most pressure on Black. 
He should then continue with either 

10...d6 11 b4 0-0 12 £e2 a5 13 a3 
J.d7 14 0-0 axb4 15 axb4 Jic6 16 
«fd2 5a3 17 £>d5 He8, when White is 
just a little better, or try sharper sys¬ 
tems involving ...g5 and subsequent 
control of the dark squares. 



14 Semi-Accelerated 
Dragon (5...g6) 


Ie4c52&f3&c63d4cxd44&xd4 
£>f6 5 £>c3 g6 (T>) 



The idea behind this move-order is 
to force White’s knight to c3 and thus 
avoid the Maroczy Bind. Unfortu¬ 
nately for Black, White is able to gain 
a dangerous initiative by a couple of 
forcing moves. 

6 ^xc6 

Alternatives that don’t transpose 
into normal Accelerated Dragon or 
Dragon lines are: 

1) 6 f4 #b6!? (6...d6 is a Levenfish 
Dragon) 7 4&f3 (7 £>b3!? d6 8 £>d5 
also deserves attention) 7...d6 8 £c4 
Ag7 9 lfd3 0-0 10 4.b3 £g4 11 Ae3 
•a5 12 0-0 £xf3 13 gxf3 (13 Hxf3 
£>g4 is good for Black), Ljubojevi6- 
Bilek, Teesside 1972, and now the 
continuation 13...Had8 (Levy gives 
13...£>d7 followed by 14...£k;5 as best) 


14 £>d5 e6 15 £d2 «Tc5+ 16 &e3 
leads to equality. 

2) 6^c4andnow: 

2a) 6...d6? 7 £>xc6 bxc6 8 e5 and 
now Black has no choice but to move 
his knight (since 8...dxe5?? loses to 9 
£xf7+) and allow White a superior 
position. A full study does not belong 
here since it usually comes from the 
Sozin via 1 e4 c5 2 £)f3 £>c6 3 d4 
cxd4 4 5ixd4 5if6 5 *he3 d6 6 Ac4 
g6? 7 £lxc6 bxc6 8 e5, etc. 

2b) 6...#a5 (Black has not been 
successful with this move) 7 0-0 (or 7 
£>b3 ffc7 8 f4! £>b4?! 9 Ad3 £>xd3+ 

10 cxd3 d6 11 £.e3 £d7 12 Bel Wb8 
13 Ad4! e5 14 fxe5 dxe5 15 Wf3! 
Jigl 16 $Lc5 with a miserable position 
for Black, Ljubojevtf-Balinas, Manila 
1976) 7...i.g7 (7...*fc5 8 £>xc6 Wxc4 
9 £te5 #c7 10 £k!3 is probably 
Black’s best choice here) 8 £ib3 Wc7 
9 Ag5 0-0 10 f4 (10 Axf6 Axf6 11 
G3d5 #d6 is nothing) 10...£)b4 (White 
also comes out on top after 10...b5!? 

11 Axf6 bxc4 12 £id5 *fb8 13 i.xg7 
*xg7 14 *hd 4 e6 15 £>xc6 dxc6 16 
#d4+ f6 17 &e3 ± Tal-Benko, Por- 
toroz IZ 1958) 11 £.e2 d5?! 12 a3! 
&xc2 13 Axf6 Wb6+ 14 *hl £>xal 

15 £>xd5 lfxb3 16 £>xe7+ *h8 17 
#d4! and White is winning, Van den 
Berg-Stumpers, Eindhoven 1959. 

2c) 6...Ag77^xc6bxc68e5£>g8 
transposes directly to section B2. 
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After 6 £>xc6 Black can play either: 
A: 6...dxc6 284 

B: 6...bxc6 285 


A) 

6...dxc6 7 #xd8+ 4>xd8 (D) 



This position is unpleasant for 
Black. His main goal is to hold on and 
draw the game. 

8&c4 

Also possible are: 

1) 8 Jkf4 4kl7 (also sufficient is 

8...&e6 9 0-0-0+ *e8 10 a4 h5 11 
J.e2 jLh6 12 &xh6 Bxh6 13 f4 Bh8 
14 Jkf3 4lg4 = Matulovi6-D.Byme, 
VrSac 1969) 9 0-0-0 Ag7 10 £c4 e5 
11 Jke3 &e7 12 f3, Vaisman-Spulber, 
Bucharest 1980, and now Black could 
equalize with 12...b6! 13 Bd3 £>f8 14 
Shdl &e6 15 Bd6 Bd8! =. 

2) 8h3!?Ag79g4e510Ae3Ae6 
110-0-0+ *c8 12 a4 i.f8 13 f4 ± Ghe- 
orghiu-Reicher, Romanian Ch 1961. 

8.. .6e8 

8.. .b5? 9 Axf7 e6 10 £g5 kel 11 
0-0-0+ is a disaster for Black. 

However, 8...Jkg7 is playable, when 
White has tried the following moves: 


1) 9 Jt,xf7?? e6 and the bishop will 
not make it out alive. 

2) 9 e5 5M5 allows Black immedi¬ 
ate equality. 

3) 9 Af4 < i > e8 (9...£kI7 is better 
since 10 Jkxf7?? Bf8 picks up a 
bishop) 10 0-0-0 £>d7 11 ±c7 iLxc3 
(ll...e5? 12 J«Ld6 is no longer palat¬ 
able for Black) 12 bxc3 *f8 13 Bd2 
*g7 14 Bhdl £k5 15 Ae5+ f6 16 
iLd4 &e6 17 Jke3 and White’s two 
bishops and control of the d-file give 
him a clear advantage, Gligorid-Kris- 
tinsson, Reykjavik 1964. 

4) 9 a4 £)g4 10 f4 Jkxc3+ 11 bxc3 

5)f6 is fine for Black. 

5) 9f3*e8 10a4a5 11 £e3&d7 

12 *f2 (12 0-0-0 h5 13 £>e2 A.h6 14 
i.xh6 Bxh6 15 Bd2 £>c5 16 Bhdl 
Ae6 17 Bd4 g5 18 Jkxe6 4bxe6 19 
B4d2 h4 20 £>d4 £kc5 21 5)f5 Bh8 22 
b3 f6 23 *b2 *f7 24 *c3 b5 25 Bd4 
Ba7 26 Bel favoured White in Mukh- 
utdinov-Karasev, St Petersburg 1993) 

12...e5 13 Badl iLf8 = Aseev-Kara- 
sev, Leningrad 1985. 

6) 9 f4!? b5 10 Ad3 e5 110-0! (far 
better than 11 Bfl Jic6 12 f5 gxf5 13 
exf5 jLd5 14 4?)xd5 ?)xd5 with un¬ 
clear play; it’s important for White to 
connect his rooks) and then: 

6a) 1 l...exf4? 12 ±xf4 £>g4 (White 
gains a strong initiative after 12...&d7 

13 Badl f6 14 e5!) 13 Badl Ad4+ 14 
*hl &f2+ 15 Bxf2 JLx f2 16 £.xb5+ 
is bad for Black. 

6b) If ll...±e6 then 12 f5 gxf5 13 
exf5 JLd5 14 &xd5 £>xd5 15 f6! is 
now good for White because his rooks 
are connected, e.g. 15..jLxf6? 16Bxf6! 
£>xf6 17 ±g5 *e7 18 Bfl, etc. 

6c) 11...5)d7 12 f5 f6 13 ±e3 ± 
i.f8 14 fxg6 (14 a4 b4 15 £>bl g5!? - 



Semi-Accelerated. Dragon (5...g6) 


285 


A.Ivanov) 14...hxg6 15 a4 M 16 5)bl 
Ah6 17 Axh6 fixh6 18 £>d2 *e 7 19 
£)b3 a5 20 Hfcl c5?! (20...£if8 21 
c3 bxc3 22 Hxc3 Ae6 23 Ac4!? - 
A.Ivanov) 21 c3 bxc3 22 Bxc3 Aa6 
23 Axa6 Sxa6 24 Bdl Ha7 25 £>*c5 
£)xc5 26 Bxc5 and White went on to 
win in A.Ivanov-Shabanov, USSR 
1986. 

9e5 

White grabs some territory. Less ef¬ 
ficient is 9 a4 e5 10 f4 Ae6! 11 iLxe6 
fxe612 Bfl (if 12 0-0, then 12...Ac5+ 

13 *hl £>g4) 12...Ah6! 13 f5 Axel 

14 Sxcl '4’e7 = Smyslov-Botvinnik, 
Moscow Wch (21) 1958. 

White can also consider stopping 
...e7-e5 with pieces rather than pawns: 
9 Af4 Ag7 (9...b5 10 Ad3 allows 
White to play on Black’s newly weak¬ 
ened queenside) transposes to line ‘3’ 
in the note to Black’s 8th move above. 

9...£)g4 

Black tried to improve with 9...&d7 
in a couple games, but he had troubles 
in both: 10 f4 (10 e6 fxe6 11 Axe6 
Ag7 12 Ae3 b6 13 0-0-0 Axc3 14 
bxc3 4)c5 15 Axc5 bxc5 16 Axc8 
Sxc817 flhel Bf8 18f3Bf419 Be5 £ 
Shirov-Ljubojevi6, Buenos Aires Si¬ 
cilian theme 1994) 10...£>c5 11 Ae3 
Ae6 12 Axe6 S)xe6 13 0-0-0 Ag7 14 
g3 b6 15 Bd3 Sd8 16 fihdl Bxd3 17 
Sxd3 ± Hellers-Karlsson, Ostersund 
Z 1992. 

10f4h5 

Laying claim to the f5-square. Far 
worse is 10...Af5 11 h3 £>h6 12 g4 
Axc2? (12...Ad7 is the only move) 13 
Hh2 Aa4 14 £>xa4 b5 15 Ab3 bxa4 16 
Axa4 Bc8 17 £Cc2 *d7 18 Ae3 and 
White can look forward to a quick win. 

11 Ad2 h4 


Boleslavsky gave ll...Af5 12 h3 
£>h6 13 0-0-0 Ag7 14 Bhel ±. 

12£>e4 

Kapengut-Shabanov, Vilnius 1977. 
After 12...Af5 (12...£>h6 13 Ac3 h3 
14 e6 Bg8 15 exf7+ £lxf7 16 0-0-0 
didn’t give Black any pleasure in 
Maus-Schlick, Bundesliga 1987/8) 13 
£>g5 e6 14 h3 £>h6 15 0-0-0 Ac5 16 
Bhfl! 5)g8 17 Hf3 5)e718 b4 Ab619 
Ae2, White had a clear advantage. 


B) 

6...bxc6 (D) 



Though this leads to a very sharp 
and dangerous situation for Black, it is 
the only way he can hope to justify his 
move-order. 

7e5£g8 

Other moves are very rare: 

1) 7...5M5? (White can refute this 
pawn sacrifice) 8 £ixd5 cxd5 9 Wxd5 
2b8 10 e6! (this is the refutation; now 
10...fxe6?? allows 11 tfe5! forking 
both black rooks) 10...f6 (10.. JLg7 
11 exf7+ *f8 12 Ah6! Axh6 13 We5 
wins, A.Sokolov-Lutskan, Latvian Ch 
1994) 11 £f4 and now: 
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la) 11 ...Bxb2 12 0-0-0 Bb413 Ab5 
is resignable for Black. 

lb) ll...Bb4 fails to 12 Ad2 (12 
0-0-0!? Bxf413 iLb5 is also very good, 
Zo.Varga-Barletta, Budapest Schnei¬ 
der mem 1991) 12...flb6 13 Ab5 Bd6 

14 Wc4, when Black can’t find a use¬ 
ful move, Grabek-Seifert, Harrachov 
1966. 

lc) ll...Bb6 12 Ab5 (12 0-0-0 
Bxe6 13 Ab5 *f7 14 #c4 Wb6 15 
Bxd7! Aa6 16 a4 Axb5 17 axb5 was 
clearly better for White in the game 
Stefansson-Hjartarson, Reykjavik 1988) 
12...Sxe6+-13 Wxe6 Wa5 +14 c3 Wxb 5 

15 We2 Wa4 16 c4 Wb4+ 17 Ad2 
#xb2 18 0-0 and White’s material ad¬ 
vantage proved decisive in Mikenas- 
Uogele, Lithuanian Ch 1965. 

2) 7...3)h5!? may deserve a second 
look. The greedy 8 Ae2 #a5 9 Axh5 
(9 f4 may be better) 9...gxh5 gives 
Black good counterplay after 10 WxhS 
Ag7 11 f4 0-0 12 0-0 f6 13 £>e4 d5!, 
so White should play 8 Ac4, with the 
following possibilities: 

2a) 8...£>g7 9 0-0#a5 10 We2 £>e6 
11 f4 Ag7 12 foe4 Bb8 13 Ad2 Wc7 
14 Ac3 a5 15 f5 &d8 16 f6 Af8 17 
5)d6+ 1-0 Yap-Mohd Asnawi, 1983. 

2b) 8...1 r a5 9 0-0 Wxe5 10 Bel 
Wc7 11 Ag5 gives White a strong at¬ 
tack. 

2c) 8...d5! 9 exd6 Wxd6 10 *f3 
(10 0-0!?) 10...Ae6 11 Ab5 Bc8 12 
Aa6 Bd8 13 0-0 »c7! gives Black a 
playable position, Petrushin-Vizek, 
Czechoslovakia 1985. 

8Ac4 

8 VllfS will usually transpose into 
lines resulting from 8 Ac4. Attempts 
by Black to avoid this don’t turn out 
well. For example, 8 Wf3 Wa5 9 Af4 


Ag7 10 Ac4 is the main line of sec¬ 
tion Blc. 

After 8 Ac4 (D) Black’s main tries 
are: 



Bl: 8...Wa5 287 
B2: 8...Ag7 289 


Or: 

1) 8...d5?! is not recommended 
since Black’s weakened pawn struc¬ 
ture and lack of development gives 
him a bad endgame after 9 exd6 ft'xd6 
(9...exd6? leads to a disaster: 10 Wf3 
d5 11 £>xd5 cxd5 12 Axd5 Vte7+ 13 
Ae3 Bb8 14 0-0 Ag7 15 Af4, John- 
Janowski, Mannheim 1914) 10 0-0 
Ifxdl 11 Bxdl Ah6 12 Axh6 &xh6 
13 Bd2 4bf5 14 £>e4 a5 15 a4 Aa6 16 
Axa6 Bxa6 17 Badl ± Geller-Stein, 
USSR Ch (Tbilisi) 1966/7. 

2) 8...f5!? (an interesting experi¬ 
ment) 9 Af4 e6 10 Wd2 Bb8 11 Ab3 
Bb4 12 0-0 Wc7 13 Bfel Bxf4!? 14 
#xf4 £>h6 15 Badl £>f7 16 #e3 Ag7 
17 f4 g5 18 fxg5 Axe5 19 Wh3 Bg8 
20 d?hl h6 21 g6 Bxg6 with more than 
enough compensation for the sacri¬ 
ficed exchange, P.Popovic-Velimiro- 
vi6, Yugoslav Ch (Banja Vrucica) 1991. 
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B1) 

8...#a5 (D) 



Not a very popular choice. Now 
White has: 

Bla: 9#e2 287 

Bib: 9 0-0 287 

Blc: 9 ±f4 288 

All three of these moves should 
guarantee White some advantage. 

Bla) 

9 #e2 10 f4 5)h611 JLd2 0-0 

120 - 0-0 

Now the game Shiyanovsky-Sher- 
bak, USSR 1960 continued 12...#c7 
13 g4 d5 14 exd6 exd6 15 f5 gxf5 16 
gxf5 iLxf5 17 Sdgl Jkg6 18 h4. Black 
will have difficulty surviving White’s 
attack. 

Bib) 

9 0-0 

Very sensible. White gets his king 
to safety so he can jump on Black as 
quickly as possible. 

9..Jfc.g7 


9.. .#xe5? is risky (suicidal may be 
a better word) after 10 Bel: 

1) 10...#c5? loses to 11 5ie4. 

2) 10...#c7 11 #d4 f6 12 &4 is 
also rather awful. 

3) Black tried 10...#68 in Tivia- 
kov-Mugerman, Pinsk 1989 but got 
routed after 11 #d4 f6 12 £)e4 Jkg7 
13 ±f4 #b6 14 £ld6+ *f8 15 #d3 
&b7 16 iLxg8 Bxg8 17 #c4 1-0. 

4) 10...#a5 11 b4 #d8 (certainly 
not ll... 1 « r xb4? 12 #d4) 12 <be4 e6 
13 ±b2 f6 14 ±xe6 dxe6 15 £ixf6+ 
#xf6 (15...£ixf6? 16 #xd8+ *xd817 
jk.xf6+ ^?e8 18 Jk.xh8 iLxb4 19 c3 is 
winning for White) 16 Jkxf6 £lxf6 17 
Wf3 £>d5 18 c4 £>e7 19 Sadi, Kara- 
klaji£-B.Ivanovi£, Yugoslavia 1974. 
White has a clear advantage but one 
suspects that improvements are possi¬ 
ble and he can do even better! 

10#f3! 

More forcing than 10 Sel JLxe5 11 
jk.f4 f6 (not 1 l..JLxf4? 12 #d4 ±) 12 
#f3 Axf4 13 #xf4 d5: 

1) 14 #d6? is bad due to 14...iLd7 
15 £xd5 *d8!. 

2) 14 5)b5?! *f7 15 Sadi was 
Matulovi£-Bilek, Pecs 1968, and now 

15...dxc4! 16 £>c7 Sb8 17 #xc4+ 
&g7 18 #xc6 JLg4 is good for Black. 

3) White should play 14 Jkb3 with 
good compensation for the sacrificed 
pawn. 

10.. .e6 

White also retains a clear advantage 
after 10...f5 11 Af4 Bb8 12 Sfel e6 
13 a3 S)e7 14 b4 #c7 15 h4 0-0 16 
#e3 ± Maeder-P.Ostojid, Amsterdam 
IBM 1969. 

Il£te4£xe5124.f4#c7 

Or 12...f5 13 £>d6+ ±xd614 i.xd6 
and White threatens 15 iLxe6!. 
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13 AxeS WxeS 14 Sfel d515 Badl 
<£f8 

15...dxe4 16 Bxe4 Wcl 17 Wc3 f6 
18 iLxe6 gives White a winning at- 

t aC | C 

16 Wa3+ £se7 17 &d6 Wf6 18 
Sd3! 

Black is on the ropes, Barvik-Ter- 
entiev, USSR 1961. After 18...*g7 19 
Bf3 &f5 20 i.d3 Sd8 21 Axf5 gxf5. 
White could have forced an immediate 
win with 22 Bg3+ *h8 23 #c3!. 


Blc) 

9 Af4 (D) 



A simple but good idea. White de¬ 
velops and defends his pawn. 

9...£g7 10 *T3! 

Also reasonable is 10 0-0 iLxe5 11 
iLxe5 (theory recommends 11 b4 Wcl 
12 £M5!? cxd5 13 Wxd5 £if6 14 
#xf7+ *d8 15 Sfel d616 jLxe5 dxe5 
17 Sadl+ with a promising attack, 
Kurajica-P.Ostojil, Skopje 1969; how¬ 
ever, several good players have dared 
White to play in this way while the 
white side tends to avoid it in favour of 
11 Jl.xe5) 1 l...Vxe5 12 Bel and then: 


1) 12 ...Well is very bad: 13 53e4 
&f8 14 Wd4 f6 15 iLxg8 *xg8 16 
&xf6+ 1-0 Kotkov-Tatarintsev, USSR 
1964. 

2) The often-recommended move 

12.. . 1 1 . f4 was given a try in Timman- 
Korchnoi, Brussels Ct (5) 1991, but 
White gained a clear advantage after 
13 He4 (13 £>e4 *f8! 14 He3 d5 15 
iLxd5 Ag4! 16 Wd4 cxd5 17 WxhS 
dxe4 T Milicevifi-Rajkovid, Yugoslav 
Cht (Krk) 1976) 13...#f6 14 Be3 d5 
15 i.xd5! Af5 16 £f3 h5 17 We2 Hb8 
18 &a4 *f8 19 Bel Bb4 20 b3. 

3) 12...*g713 Wd6 (Levy claimed 
that White could obtain a clear advan¬ 
tage with 13 &e4 since 13...d5 14 
£xd5! cxd5 15 Wxd5 Bb8 16 Badl is 
trouble) 13...*f8 14 Wcl Wd4 15 
Jfcb3 Wb6 16 Wf4 e6 17 £>e4 WdS 18 
£>d6 Wf6 19 Wb4 Wei (one of the 
busiest queens we have ever seen!) 20 
Badl and White had a strong initiative 
in Krakops-Ponomariov, Siofokjr Ech 
1996. 

10.. .e6 

10.. J6 11 Ag3 (11 e6! gives White 
a strong initiative; editor’s note: e.g. 

11.. .d5? 12 iLb5! is winning for 
White, Macieja-Ponomariov, Zaganjr 
Wch 1997, while ll...&h6 12 0-0-0 
Wc5 13 exd7+ JLxd7 14 We2 leaves 
Black in desperate trouble, Post-Swi- 
derski, Ostend 1906) ll..Jk.a6 12 b4 
(editor’s note: 12 e6!? is still interest¬ 
ing) 12...Wb6 13 b5 i.b7 14 0-0 Bc8 
(editor’s note: Tsesarsky mentions 

14.. .cxb5! as a significant improve¬ 
ment, e.g. 15 iLd5 iLc6 16 e6 Bc8) 15 
&a4 WaS 16 £>c5 Aa8 17 Wb3 «3h6 
18 5)xd7 cxb5 19 jLxb5 Ac6 20 £>xf&t- 
±xf6 21 Axc6+ Bxc6 22 exf6 1-0 
Unzicker-Rausis, Daugavpils 1990. 
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Editor’s note: Black survived after 

10.. .1.xe5 11 ±xf7+ *xf7 12 Axe5+ 
&f6 13 iLxf6 exf6 14 0-0 d5 15 Sfel 
Jkf5 in Magem-Ponomariov, Pamplona 
1996/7. 

110-0 ilxeS 12 b4 #c7 

12.. .1 . xb4 13 iLxe5 f6 14 Axe6! 
wins for White. 

13 £>b5 #b8 

13.. .cxb5 14 Jkxe51fxe5 15 #xa8 
was winning for White in Pietzsch- 
Baumbach, E.German Ch 1959. 

14 iLxe5 WxeS 15 Sadi 

15 flfel!? #b8 16 Had 1 is also pos¬ 
sible, when 16...cxb5 loses after 17 
Ad5. 

15.. .d5 16 fifel Wb817 #c3! 

Or 17 Axd5 cxd5 18 #xd5 *f8 
and now: 

1) 19#d8+?*g7 20£>c7£>f6 21 
tte7 was once thought to be winning 
for White but Gy.Varadi discovered 

21.. .5f8!, when the position is not at 
all clear: 22 c4 (22 2xe6? £>g8! 23 
&e8+ Bxe8! and 22 £>xe6+? Jixe6 23 
Bxe6 £lg8! both win for Black) 22...a6 
23 £)xa8 Wxa8 is unclear - analysis 
by Bottlik. 

It turns out that White indeed has a 
win, but it had to be found a bit earlier. 
Instead of 19 #d8+?... 

2) 19 #c5+! does the job: 19...*g7 
(19...£>e7 20 2d8+ *g7 21 2xh8 
*xh8 22 #xe7) 20 Hd8 #67 21 #f8+ 
*f6 22 £>d6 We7 23 £>e4+ *f5 24 
Wxe7 1-0 Geenen-Miranda, Novi Sad 
OL 1990. 

17.. .f6 

17.. .e5 18 Jkxd5 cxd5 19 2xe5+ 
'<S?f8 20 2exd5 is winning for White. 

18 Jkxd5! cxd5 19 2xd5 4f7 

19.. .£)e7!? is possible but White 
still crashes through with 20 4M6+! 


*d7! 21 Sd3 £>d5 22 £ke4 i.a6 23 
Bxd5+ exd5 24 £)c5+ - analysis by 
Bottlik. 

20 2d8! WxbS 21 Wc7+ £>e7 22 
2xh8 #xb4 23 c3 Wb4 24 Wd8 e5 25 
Bf8+*e6 26Be8 

1-0 Varadi-Sabjan, corr 1985. Black 
had no wish to experience 26...f5 27 
Bxe5+ *xe5 28 Bxe7+ *f4 29 #d2+ 
*g4 30 h3+. 


B2) 

8..JLg7 (D) 



Black’s best results come from this 
move. 

9#f3 

This is the most natural, and the 
sharpest move. Others: 

1) If White wants to be different he 
might try 9 #62!?, when Tarasevich- 
Karagoiz, USSR 1959 is of interest: 

9...£sh6 10 Af4 0-0 11 0-0-0 Wb6 12 
h4 £>f5 13 g4 £>d4 14 #64 *he6 15 
Ae3 #c7 16 f4 d5 17 Axd5!? cxd5 18 
£lxd5 J«Lb7 19 5)xc7 Jkxe4 20 £>xe6 
Axhl 21 £ixf8 £f3 22 Bd7 Axf8 23 
Bxa7 Bxa7 24 iLxa7 iLxg4 and the 
game eventually ended in a draw. 
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2) 9 Af4 is also possible, when 

9.. Ma5 is Blc above. 

3) 9 0-0!? is also critical, but it 
seems that Black might be able to get 
away with chopping White’s pawn: 

9.. Jk.xe5!? (9...£fo6!? - Shamkovich) 
10 Bel jLg7 (10...d6?? loses after 11 
Bxe5!, while 10...£xc3?! 11 bxc3 d5 
12 Wd4 f6 13 Ab3 leaves the dark 
squares too weak) 11 jLf4! d5 (ll...?)f6 
12 £d6 and ll...*f8 12 £>d5! are 
both in White’s favour) 12 £>xd5! 
cxd5 13 &xd5?! (better is 13 *xd5 
WxdS {13...£.e6? 14 Bxe6! fxe6 15 
Wxe6 must be avoided) 14 jLxd5 g5! 
15 i.c7 *d7 16 i.g3 f5! 17 Badl f4 
18 J&.xa8+ < 4’c7 with an unclear posi¬ 
tion) 13...JLe6! 14 2xe6? (according 
to Shamkovich, White should keep 
the damage to a minimum with 14 
ilc6+ JLdl 15 i.xa8 *xa8 16 c3 <bf6 
¥) 14...fxe6 15 1x6+ *f7 16 *f3 
£tf 6 17 Bdl *08 18 jkb7? #xc2 19 
Bel Wf5! 20 !.xa8 Bxa8 21 *xa8 
« r xf4 22 Bdl Wa4 23 Wf3 *xa2 and 
Black soon won in D.Baker-Shamko- 
vich. New York Open 1985. 

9...f5 

Or 9...e6 10 JLf4 *a5: 

1 ) 11 0-0-0 deserves serious con¬ 
sideration. Then 1 l...lxe5 is met by 
12 5)e4!, while ll...£le7 also leaves 
Black with that ‘I’m going to die at any 
moment’ feeling after 12 $3e4 0-0 13 

4)f6+ ^8 (so far Doroshkevich-Bali- 
tinov, USSR 1963 which went 14 #h3 
£xf6 15 exf6 £)g8 16 Ah6 £>xh6 17 
*xh6 Bg8 18 g4 *e5 19 g5 Bb8 with 
counterplay for Black) when Nunn 
gives 14 h4! as being at least ±. 

2) 11 0-0 JLxe5 transposes to Blc. 

Bad is 9...f6? 10 0-0! e611£ke4 ±. 

10 ±f4 (D) 



Now Black has: 

B2a: 10...Wa5?! 290 
B2b: 10...Bb8 290 

B2c: 10...e6!? 291 

B2a) 

10.. .*a5?! 

A greedy move that hungrily eyes 
the e5-pawn. However, the loss of 
time involved in its capture should 
prove painful. 

110 - 0 ! 

Also strong is 11 0-0-0 Wc5 12 
i.b3 e6 13 h4 h5 14 *bl <$3e7 15 £)a4 
Wa5 16 Ad2 Wc7 17 Bhel a5 18 jLe3 
0-0 19 JLc5 Bf7 20 ±d6 *a7 21 c4 
and Black is hopelessly tied down, 
Tseshkovsky-Donchenko, USSR 1976. 

11.. .£xe5 12 b4! *c7 13 £>b5 
*b814 ilxeS WxeS 15 fifel Wb816 
*c3 

1-0 Karakas-Polihroniade, Bever- 
wijk 1966. 

B2b) 

10.. Jtb8 (D) 

Black places the rook on an open 
file. More importantly, 10...Bb8 avoids 
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a lot of tactical tricks by getting the 
rook off the hl-a8 diagonal. This set¬ 
up leads to a solid but somewhat pas¬ 
sive position. 

110-0 

Black is also very much in the game 
after 11 £b3 #c7 12 0-0 (12 e6 d6 is 
all right for Black) 12...e6 13&fel £>e7 

14 iLg5! £>d5! (badis 14..JUe5?7 15 
Hxe5! #xe5 16 i.f4 but 14...h6!? 15 
Axe7 < 4 ) xe7 deserves a look) 15 Sadi 
0-016 £>xd5 cxd5 17 #f4 B£7 18 £h6 
j^xh6 19 #xh6 Aa67! (19...Hb4! is 
equal) 20 Sd4 (White has a tiny pull 
but Black is able to neutralize it) 

20...£b5! 21 #f4 a5 22 a4 £c6 23 h4 
#d8 24 He3 *g7! 25 Hc3 h6 26 #d2 
Wb6 V 2 -V 2 Suetin-Bilek, Kecskemet 
1972. 

Il...e612 Sadi #c7 13 Sfel fte7 

Black might consider 13...5)h6!?, 
when White would play 14 #g3 5}f7 

15 h4!. 

14 b3 0-0 15 #e3 Wa5 16 h4 Sf7 
17 a3 

Black is a bit bound up but he is 
solid and has good chances to equal¬ 
ize, Andersson-Bilek, Teesside 1972. 
The continuation is 17...#b6 18 Wcl 
4)d5 19 4)xd5 (Andersson gives 19 


£>a4 #d8 20 £xd5 cxd5 21 h5 as a 
possible improvement) 19...cxd5 20 
i.d3 Aa6 21 h5 gxh5 22 &xa6 #xa6 
23 Sd3 and now 23...£f8! 24 2g3+ 
Bg7 25 Hxg7+ Axg7 is unclear ac¬ 
cording to Andersson. 


B2c) 

10...e6!? (D) 



Black blocks the centre and tries to 
surround White’s e-pawn with moves 
like ...#07 and ...£Mi6-f7. This is a 
more active plan than 10...2b8. 

110 - 0-0 

Threatening &xe6, though this 
move is now thought to give Black ac¬ 
tive counterplay. Two alternatives: 

1) 11 g4!? fxg4 12 #xg4 #a5 13 
0-0-0 Axe5 14 Jlxe5 #xe5 15 flhel 
with excellent compensation for the sac¬ 
rificed pawn, Suetin-Korchnoi, USSR 
1954. Since nobody has repeated this 
for White, we must assume that im¬ 
provements exist. 

2) 11 0-0! (White’s best move) 

ll...£>h6 (continuing his long-range 
plans against the e5-pawn; also possi¬ 
ble is 1 l...^e7 12 #g3 #c7 {12...SM5 
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13 £>xd5 cxd5 14 Ad3 ±} 13 Sfel 
Sb8 with play as in section B2b) 12 
Sadi Wc7 13 Sfel £>f7 14 *g3 0-0 
(14...gS!? is unclear according to Sham¬ 
kovich) 15 h4 (now White is a bit bet¬ 
ter) 15...*h8 16 £>a4 a5?! (16...Sg8 
intending ...Af8-e7 is not practical 
due to 17 £>c5 {17 b3 if8 18 Ae 3 c5 

19 f4 is ± according to Short} 17_sSLf8 

18 iLe3 ±; 16...Be8!? has been sug¬ 
gested as Black’s best {usually with a 
‘1’ after it} but Black clearly is in a 
bind) 17 b3 Be8 18 *e3 h6 19 g4! 
Sg8 20 Ag3 (20 g5!? ±) 20...£.f8 21 
*b6! Sa7 22 f3 Wxb6+ 23 £>xb6 
Ac5+ 24 Af2 i.xf2+ 25 *xf2 fxg4 
26 fxg4 tegl 27 5)a4! and Black is 
hopelessly tied up, Short-Sosonko, 
Wijk aan Zee 1986. The continuation 
was 27...g5 28 h5 Bf8 29 *g3 £id8 30 
£>c5 Bf4 31 a4 *f8 32 ±d3! *e7 33 
Ag6 Sa8 34 Se3 Bb8 35 Bed3 Sbb4 
36 Bxd7+ iLxd7 37 Bxd7+ 1-0. 
ll.JVc7 (D) 



12 h4 

Alternatives are: 

1) 12*e3Bb8(12...g5?!13i.xg5 
#xe5 {13...jLxe5 14 Axe6! ±} 14 
*f3 looks bad for Black) 13 A.b3 (13 


Bhel *b6 14 £la4 Wxe3+ 15 A.xe3 
±xe5 16 ±xa7 ±f4+ 17 *bl Sa8 18 
i.d4 Sxa4 19 b3 Bxc4 20 bxc4 e5 21 
Bxe5+ 4T7 was Kuijf-Sosonko, Dutch 
Ch (Hilversum) 1987) 13...Bb4 14 g3 
&e7 (14...g5!? 15 AxgS *xe5 16*13 
£tf6 17 iLf4 Sxf4!? is unclear accord¬ 
ing to Shamkovich) 15 a3 Bb8 16 h4 
5)d5?! (16...h6!?, with an unclear po¬ 
sition, is better) 17 £>xd5 cxd5 18 
h5! 0-0 (18...g5? runs into 19 h6! but 

18.. .tf?f7 might have been a better try) 
19 hxg6?! (Shamkovich gives 19 h6 
iLh8 20 Bhel ±) 19...hxg6 20 Bhel 
V 2 -V 2 P.Popovi6-Shamkovich, New 
York 1986. Note that 20 Bxd5? (in¬ 
stead of 20 Bhel) 20...Sxb3! 21 *xb3 
Abl is bad for White. After 20 Bhel 
Black would play 20...Be8! according 
to Shamkovich. 

2) 12 *e2 Bb8? (both 12...£>h6!? 
and 12...4te7!? are superior moves) 13 
h4 £\e7 14 h5 g5 15 h6 is losing for 
Black - analysis by Suetin. 

3) 12 *g3 5)e7? 13 h4 h6 14 Bd6 
0-015 h5 g5 16 Ax g5 hxg5 17 h6 was 
the unfortunate score of Mortishov- 
Shamkovich, USSR 1951. 

12,..£)h6! 

Intending to pile up on e5. Not so 
good is 12...Bb813 Bhel (the careless 

13 h5 Bb4 14 #e2? is punished by 

14.. JLa6! 15 b3 Axc4 16 bxc4 g5 T 
Chipev-Milev, Bulgarian Ch 1961) 

13.. .Bb4 14 b3 £>li6 15 a3 Bb8 16 
£.xh6 Axh6+ 17 *b2 0-018 *d3 Be8 
19 *d6 ± Goliak-Mukhin, Alma-Ata 
1968. The finish was 19...*b7 20 g4 
J.f8 21 Wd3 fxg4 22 h5 gxh5 23 Bhl 
Be7 24 Bxh5 Bg7 25 &e4 Ac! 26 
£)f6+ iLxf6 27 exf6 Bf7 28 Bxh7! 1-0. 

Note that 12.. JLxe5? 13 iLxe5 *xe5 

14 iLxe6 is a disaster. 
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13 #g3 

White might also try: 

1) 13h5g5!14i.xg5£>f715.$.f4 
JLxe5 16 £xe5 £>xe5 17 #g3 d5 18 
fihel f4L 

2) 13 #e2!? £>f7 14 fldel fol¬ 
lowed by 2h3 and 2g3 is an untested 
idea by Shamkovich. 

13...£>f7 14 Shel Bb8 (D) 



15*bl 

Black also gets good counterplay 
after 15 a3: 15...#b6 16 Jkb3 c5 17 
£>d5 (17 h5 c4 18 hxg6 hxg6 19 Wxg6 
cxb3 20 Wxg7 bxc2 is winning for 
Black, but perhaps White should try 
17£la4#c618 c4 0-0 with an unclear 


position) 17...exd5 18 e6 dxe6 19 
i.xb8 0-0 +. 

15.. .Bb4! 16 £b3 

16b3#a5!. 

16.. .0.017 a3 

Trying to step out of the way of 17 
h5g5! 18±xg5?flg4. 

17.. J2xf4! 18 #xf4 jLxeS 19 Wd2 
d5 

Black has more than enough com¬ 
pensation for the exchange. Two con¬ 
vincing examples: 

1) 20 £>e2 Ad7 21 f4 £f6 22 h5 
2b8 23 hxg6 hxg6 24 £kl4 #d6 25 
#e3 c5 26 £>xe6 c4! 27 £kl4 cxb3 28 
cxb3 Wb6 29 #d3 a5 30 2e3 &d6 31 
g4 £>e4 32 £>c2 2d8 33 g5 Ab5 0-1 
Ravinsky-Shamkovich, Vilnius 1953. 

2) 20 g3 JLdl 21 h5 g5! 22 He2 
±f6 23 #e3 £>d6 24 #c5? (24 £>a4 
£>e4 25 £>c5 f4 26 gxf4 gxf4 2711x64 
dxe4 28 £>xd7 e3! 29 £lxf8 #e5 30 c3 
< 4’xf8 31 fxe3 f3 + is analysis by Sos- 
onko) 24...Wb8 25 g4 £fo7 26 #63 f4 
27 #d2 £>c5 28 *a2 #b6 29 #el 
2b8 30 £>a4 £>xa4 31 2xe6 #d8! 32 
2xc6 Jtxc6 33 #e6+ $g7 34 Wxc6 
£>b6! 35 h6+ *xh6 36 c3 *g7 37 f3 
2c8 38 #b5 #e7 39 Ac2 #c5 0-1 de 
Firmian-Sosonko, Wijk aan Zee 1986. 



15 Hyper-Accelerated 
Dragon (2...g6) 


1 c4 c5 2 £»f3 g6 (D) 



This variation is played by those 
who like the Accelerated Dragon but 
wish to avoid main lines of the Ma- 
roczy Bind. This system, a favourite of 
Donaldson’s, is very tricky and emi¬ 
nently playable. 

After 2...g6 White has five possi- 


bilities: 


A: 3 JLc4 

294 

B: 3d4 

295 

C: 3c3 

306 

D: 3 c4 

312 

E: 3h4 

316 

A) 



3Ac4 

Not considered particularly danger¬ 
ous. 

3.. Jkg7 4 0-0 


The immediate 4 c3 is also reason¬ 
able: 

1) 4...d6! intending 5...£tf6 is the 
most accurate way for Black to play: 

la) 5 d4 cxd4 6 cxd4 £>f6 7 £>c3 
0-0 8 0-0 £>xe4 9 &xe4 d5 10 Ad3 
dxe4 11 Axe4 £>d7 12 Af4 £tf6 13 
Ac2 Ag4 14 Ae5 Wd5 with equality, 
Wheeler-Donaldson, Jackson Hole 
1992. 

lb) 5 0-0 £if6 6 Sel 0-0 7 h3 £>c6 
8 d4 cxd4 9 cxd4 d5 10 exd5 £>a5 11 
Afl £>xd5 12 £>c3 £>xc3 13 bxc3 
Ae6 14 £>g5 Ad5 15 Aa3 Af6 16 
£>e4 Axe417 Sxe4 Wd5 18 Wei 2fe8 
19 Axe7 Sac8 20 Ad3 Sxe7 21 2xe7 
Axe7 22 Wxe7 Sxc3 23 We4 Wxe4 24 
Axe4 *f8 25 Sdl *e7 26 Ad5 b6 
27 g3 Sc7 28 *g2 *d6 29 Ae4 2c3 
and Black went on to score the full 
point in R.Anderson-Donaldson, Ber¬ 
keley 1991. 

2) 4...e6 5 d4 cxd4 and now: 

2a) With 6 0-0 White can try to get 
into something akin to the Smith- 
Morra Gambit. Then the most prudent 
course is 6...£>e7 (naturally 6...dxc3 is 
possible but it gives White sufficient 
compensation for the pawn and just 
the type of game he was hoping for) 7 
cxd4 d5 8 exd5 (8 Ab5+ is probably a 
better idea) 8...£ixd5 9 Ag5 Af6 10 
Axf6 £>xf6 11 £>c3 0-0 12 Wd2 &c6 
13 Sadi < 4 > g7 = Fuchs-Sakharov, So¬ 
chi 1966. 
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2b) Harmless is 6 5)xd4 a6 7 0-0 
£>e7 8a4d5 9 exd5 5)xd5 10 53d2 0-0 
11 £>e4 53c612 £>xc6 bxc6 13 #e2 a5 
14 Sdl Wei 15 £g5 f6 16 £e3 Wcl 
17 Ac5 Bd8 18 g3 e5 19 f4 f5 20 5)g5 
h6 21 £>f3 exf4 22 Ae7 Be8 23 Bxd5 
cxd5 24 Axd5+ tehl and Black won 
in Serras-Zso.Polgar, San Sebastian 
1991. 

2c) 6 cxd4 d5 7 i.b5+ jSld7 8 
£xd7+ Wxdl 9 e5 53c6 10 0-0 £>ge7 
11 5)c3 ± Ciocaltea-Vaisman, Roma¬ 
nia 1972. 

4.. 6e6 

We feel that Black should delay this 
and instead try 4...d6 5 c3 5)f6, when 
one example is 6 Bel 0-0 7 d4 cxd4 8 
cxd4 5)xe4! 9 Bxe4 d5. 

5c3d6 

5.. .e6!? deserves consideration. 

6d4£ff67e5 

Two untried ideas are 7 d5!? 5)a5 8 
£d3 c4 9 &c2 0-0 10 b4! ± and 7 
Bel!?. 

7.. .dxe5 8 5)xe5 

White gets compensation for the 
pawn but nothing more after 8 dxe5 
#xdl 9 Bxdl £>g4 10 e6 ±xe6 11 
jLxe6 fxe6 12 53 a3. 

8.. .43xe5 

Completely unsatisfactory is 8...0-0 
9 53xc6 bxc6 10 dxc5 #c7 11 53d2 
Jkf5 12 #e2 and White obtains a dis¬ 
tinct advantage, Dunhaupt-Behnke, con- 
1969. 

9 dxe5 tfxdl 10 Bxdl 53d711 f4 

White has a small advantage. 

B) 

3 d4 (D) 

And now Black must choose be¬ 
tween: 



Bl: 3...&g7 295 

B2: 3...cxd4 300 


Bl) 

3..Jkg7 

Black’s sharpest move. Now we 
will address only: 

Bla: 4dxc5__ 296 
Bib: 4«k3 299 

Other moves are either looked at 
later (such as 4 c3, which transposes 
into Variation C, 3 c3) or transpose 
into different openings entirely, for ex¬ 
ample: 

1) 4 c4 cxd4 transposes into the 
Maroczy Bind. 

2) 4d5isaBenoni-thoughit’snot 
clear exactly which type. Black could 
then try 4...£tf6, trying to keep White 
from placing a pawn on c4. One of the 
ideas behind 2...g6 is to reach posi¬ 
tions that offer more dynamic possi¬ 
bilities than that normally afforded by 
the black side of the Maroczy Bind. 
Allowing a Benoni structure where 
...exd5 is answered by exd5 is hardly a 
stimulating improvement. Such posi¬ 
tions are known to offer White a small 
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but long-lasting advantage, while Black 
has few aggressive possibilities. The 
idea behind 4...£>f6 is to force White 
to block his c-pawn with 5 4ic3 and 
head the game into a Schmid Benoni, 
which is not necessarily a picnic for 
Black, but offers more opportunities 
for unbalancing the position. We are 
not saying that playing the black side 
of the Schmid Benoni is fantastic, but 
GM Julian Hodgson has had some 
success playing with ...e6 instead of 
the normal ...£*a6-c7. The question re¬ 
mains, can Black stop White from put¬ 
ting a pawn on c4? The critical line, 
which seems never to have been 
tested, is 4...£rf6 5 e5 £>g4 6 Af4 d6, 
which leads to a wild position after 7 
exd6 i.xb2 8 £>bd2. 


Bla) 

4 dxcS (D) 



This is probably White’s most test¬ 
ing move. 

4..MaS+ 

The only reasonable move. Worse is 
4...£>a6? 5 ±xa6 #a5+ (5...bxa6?? 6 
#d5 Sb8 7 We5 and Black resigned in 


a few moves in Braley-Pupols, Match 
1970) 6 c3 Wx&6 7 Ve2 #c6 8 ±e3 
#xe4 9 £fod2 #c610 0-0 £>f611£ki4 
#c7 12 £>b5 #d8 13 £f4 ± Rajna- 
Nagy, Hungary 1960. 

5ftc3 

Most dangerous, though other moves 
are also possible: 

1) 5 4ibd2!? (a rarely seen sugges¬ 
tion by Pirc) 5...Wxc5 and now: 

la) 6 JLe2 (our example reached 
this position by a different move- 
order) 6...d6 7 0-0 £>f6 8 c3 0-0 9 £>b3 
Wc7 10 Wc2 £>bd7 ¥ 11 h3?! b6 12 
Hel &b7 13 jLfl e5 14 £g5 d5 15 
exd5 £>xd5 16 Sadi h6 17 Acl Sad8 
18 £>bd2, Pfleger-Tal, Tallinn 1973, 
18...f5 T. 

lb) 6 Ad3 d6 7 0-0 £if6 8 h3 0-0 9 
c4 5)bd7 10 Sbl b611 b3 Ab7 12 Ztel 
fifd8 13 We2 2ac8 14 £lfl e6 15 &g3 
a6 16 Ab2 #c7 is a very comfortable 
Hedgehog for Black (¥), A.Stein-Don- 
aldson, San Francisco 1997. 

2) 5 £d2 Wxc5 6 Ac3 (6 b6 7 
±d3 $Lb7 8 0-0 £>f6 9 #e2 d6 10 a4 
0-0 11 b4 #c8 12 a5 bxa5 13 2xa5 
4k614 2a4 a5=Nikoli6-Forintos, Ti- 
tovo Uiice 1966) 6...£rf6 7 Ad3 &c6 
8 0-0 and now: 

2a) 8...d6 (this is all right, but not 
the most flexible) 9 £lbd2 0-0 10 We2 
(10&b3 #b611 a4e5 12 Bel #c7 13 
iLc4 jLe6 = JanoSevi6-Szabo, Buda¬ 
pest 1965) 10...a6 11 a4 £g4 12 h3 
±e6 13 £>b3 £xb3 14 cxb3 £>h5 with 
chances for both sides, Diez del Corral- 
Bilek, Siegen OL 1970. 

2b) 8...0-0 is more flexible since it 
keeps possibilities of ...d5 open: 9 
£>bd2 d5! 10 £>b3 (10 e5 &g4 11#e2 
d4 obviously favours Black) 10...#66 
11 exd5 (according to Pirc, 11 JLxf6 
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&xf6 12 exdS is not dangerous for 
Black due to I2...fab4 13 c3 faxd5 14 
Axg6 Ed8!) Il...£>xd5 12 Axg7 
< 4 > xg7 and Black stands well, Pirc-Vel- 
imirovi6, Vrnjadka Banja 1962. Note 
that both 13 JLe4 and 13 .&.xg6 fail to 
13...£>e3. 

3) 5 c3 Wxc5 6 A.e3 #c7 7 Ad4 (7 
£d3 d6 8 0-0 £lf6 9 h3 0-0 10 £>a3 a6 
11 Vd2 b5 12 £h6 £b713 Efel fabdl 
= Matanovi6-Nikoli6, Titovo Uzice 
1966) and here: 

3a) 7...e5!? is given in most sources 
as bad due to 8 J.e3 £rf6 9 faa.3 and 
then 9...0-0 10 fab5 1tc6 11 faxeS 
#xe4 12 £>xf7! ± Mari6-Tringov, Bar 
1977. However, Schweber-Quinteros, 
Buenos Aires 1990 brought up an in¬ 
teresting question: what’s wrong with 
the greedy 9...£)xe4!? here? Schweber 
tried 10 Wd5 but after 10...#c6 11 
0-0-0 0-0 12 £lxe5 faxc3 13 faxc6 
faxdS 14 Exd5 dxc6 White was just a 
pawn down for nothing and Black 
scored an easy victory. 

3b) 7...f6 8 faa3 fah6 9 £c4 a6 10 
0-0 e6 is ugly but playable, Nunn- 
Kotsur, Moscow OL 1994. Now 11 
£b3 b5 12 Wd2 fan 13 c4 gives White 
some advantage according to Nunn. 

3c) 7...faf6 (a calm response) 8 e5 
and then: 

3cl) 8...&h5!? (this is playable) 9 
Vtd2 f6 (the most ambitious; 9...d6 is 
viable) 10 g4 fxe5 11 gxh5 exd4 12 
hxg6 dxc3 13 faxc3 hxg6 14 fad5 (af¬ 
ter 14 Ad3,both 14...0-0 and 14...«t6 
are OK) 14...0-0 is unclear - analysis 
by Hodgson, Lesi&ge and Donaldson. 

3c2) 8.. .4)g8 (not recommended) 9 
e6 f6 10 exd7+ £xd7 11 fa&3 fac6 12 
Ac4 fah6 13 0-0 fan 14 Eel 0-0 15 
Ac5 Ag4 16 fab5 ffc8 17 ±e2 and 


White has a clear advantage, Nunn- 
E.Sakhatova, Port Erin 1994. 

3c3) 8...£)g4 9 e6 (Nunn claims an 
advantage for White after 9 £)a3!, but 
9...5)c6 is far from clear) 9...f6 10 h3 
fah6 11 i.b5 fac6 12 exd7+ £xd7 13 
0-0, Drimer-Haag, Budapest 1961, and 
now Archives gives 13...5)c5 14 Wb3 

4) 5 fafd2 Wxc5 6 c4 d6 7 &e2 b6 
(7...£>c6 8 0-0 fad4 9 JSid3 faf6 10 
fab3 faxb3 11 axb3 fag4 12 h3 h5 13 
Wd2 #e5 14 f4 «Tc5+ 15 <4>hl Ad7 
16 fac3 ± Miles-Ljubojevic, Tilburg 
1986) 8 0-0 jkb7 9 a3 (9 fac3 ±xc3 10 
bxc3 faS6 ?) 9...£>d7 (Yermolinsky 
and Goldin recommend 9...a5!? 10 
tfc2 fac6 115)f3 fad4 with an unclear 
position) 10 b4 Wc8 11 Ea2 a5 (Black 
should play ll...£>gf6 12 fac3 0-0 = 
according to Yermolinsky and Goldin) 
12 Htb3 fagi6 13 fac3 0-0 14 Ec2 
axb4 15 axb4 with a long-term plus for 
White, Yermolinsky-Davies, New Yoik 
Open 1991. 

S...faf6 

Black increases the pressure. Other 
moves: 

1) 5...Wxc5 6 5id5! ± is very un¬ 
pleasant: 

la) 6...b6 7 b4 Wc6 8 Ab5 Wb7 9 
if4 and Black dies. 

lb) 6...e6 7 b4 #f8 8 £>c7+ *d8 9 

5)xa8 Axal 10 Ag5+ «fi.f6 11 Axf6+ 
faxi6 12 «Td4 We7?! 13 Ab5 b6 14 
5^xb6! axb6 15 <S?xb6+ sfceS 16 0-0, 
Mohrlok-Breazu, corr 1987. It’s clear 
that 5...®xc5 should be avoided. 

2) 5..Jbcc3+6bxc3isacriticaltry 
for Black, even though it is risky to 
give up the dark-squared bishop: 

2a) 6...1 r xc5?isbaddueto7lU4! 
with a clear advantage for White. 
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2b) 6...£rf6 is playable: 7 Ad3 £k:6 
8 0-0 #xc5 9 Bbl a6 10 Ae3 #h5 11 
e5 £>d5 12 Ad2! £)xe5 13 £ixe5 
WxeS 14 Bel Wf6 IS Wcl and White 
has more than enough compensation 
for the pawn, Klovsky-Veresov, USSR 
1967. 

2c) 6...Wxc3+and here: 

2c 1) 7 ^2!? is Ghizdavu’s specu¬ 
lative attempt at refutation: 7...'i r xal 8 
c3 b5 9 Ae2 (9 Ad3 is more accurate 
as the e4-pawn will need a defender) 

9...b4? (9...£rf6 exploits White’s inac¬ 
curacy) 10 cxb4 Ab7 11 0-0 *^7 12 
Ab2 f6 (12...£rf6 is better: 13 e5 £>e4 
14 #c2 0-0 15 e6 £if6 16 exd7 £>bxd7 
17 c6 Bac8 18 bS 4lb6 and Black holds 
the advantage) 13 b5 a6? (13...£ih6 
would have saved an important tempo) 
14 c6! 5)xc6 15 bxc6 Axc6 16 5)d4? 
(16 e5 keeps some initiative) 16...Axe4 
and Black went on to win in Ghiz- 
davu-Kaplan, Jerusalem jrWch 1967. 

2c2) 7 Ad2 #xc5 (D). 



So far practice has shown that this 
interesting position is a little better for 
White: 

2c2a) 8 Ae2 &f6 9 e5 £>g4 10 0-0 
£>xe5 11 Ae3 £>xf3+ 12 Axf3 Wc7 


13 Wd4± Petrov-Limonnikov, USSR 
1974. 

2c2b) 8 Bbl d6 9 Ab5+ Ad7 10 
Ad3 Htc7 11 #cl Ac6 12 Ac3 e5 13 
#a3 and White has a promising game 
for the sacrificed pawn, Robatsch-Van 
Scheltinga, Beverwijk 1963. 

2c2c) 8 Ad3 £>f6 (8...d6 9 0-0 
Ag4 10 Bbl Wc7 11 Bb3 £>d7 
{11...4lc6!?} 12 Bc3 5)c5 13 h3 ± Am- 
broi-Petran, Czechoslovakia 1979) 9 
0-0 0-0 10 e5 £ig4 11 Bbl £ixe5 12 
Bb5 £)xf3+ 13 #xf3 Wc7 14 Ah6 
Be8 15 Bf5 Bf8 (15...f6 16 Bel is 
crushing: 16...Wc3 17 Ac4+ 'Ifxc4 18 
Bxf6 - analysis by Nunn) 16 Axf8 
gxf5 17 iLxe7 d5 18 Bel Ae6 19 Af6 
£>d7 20 Ad4 #d6 21 Axf5 Axf5 22 
«xf5 £if8 23 #g5+ £lg6 24 h4 Bf8 
25 h5 1-0 Frivaldszky-Monostori, corr 
1986. 

It seems, at the time of writing, that 

5.. .Axc3 may be more or less forced 
in view of the line 6 e5 in the next 
note. 

6Ad3 

A dangerous alternative is 6 $3d2 
Wxc5 7 &c4 ^6! (inadequate is 

7.. .0.0 8 e5 ftg4 9 1fxg4 d5 10 Ae3 
l r b4 {10...Axg4 11 Axc5 dxc4 12 f4 
loses a pawn} 11 Wh4 dxc4 12 0-0-0 
£>c6 13 Bd5 e6 14 Bc5 f5 15 f4 Wb6 
16 Wg3 a617 h4 and Black got mauled 
in Lutikov-Larsen, Beverwijk 1967) 8 
£ki5 (8 e5 £»e4 9 £ki5 e6!) 8...£>xd5 9 
exd5 Wf6 10 Ad2 0-0 11 Ac3 ^4 12 
Axg7 tf?xg7 13 Ad3, Velimirovic- 
Forintos, Budapest 1973, and now 

13.. .d6! 14 Wd2 ttf6 is unclear ac¬ 
cording to Velimirovil. 

However, 6 e5! is a strong new move: 

6.. .£>e4 7 Wd4 &xc3 8 Ad2 £fo5 9 
#c4 *t7 10 Wxb5 &c6 11 0-0-0 0-0 
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12 Ae2 £>xe5 13 Jkc3 £>xf3 14 £xg7 
and now: 

a) 14...#f4+ 15 *bl £id2+ 16 
Sxd2 Wxd2 (16...'£’xg7! is a better 
try) 17 Jk.xf8 d?xf8 18 #c4 (keeping 
the black queen off f4 and preparing a 
later Wd4 or #c3) 18...b6 19 Sdl «fg5 
20iLf3 Sb8 21 c6±. 

b) 14...*xg715i.xf3Bb816Shel 
Be8 17 h4!? (17 g3 and 17 h3 are also 
good for White) planning 17...#f4+ 
18 &bl WxM 19 c6 with lf , e5+ in the 
air. 

6.. .Wxc5 

6.. .0-0 7 0-0 £k:6 8 ±e3 £>g4 9 
Wd2 £sxe3 10 Vxe3 b6 11 cxb6 axb6 
12 £idl d6 13 c3 ± Ubilava-Roman- 
ishin, USSR 1974. 

7 jLe 3 Wa5 

7.. Mh5\7 is a suggestion by Nunn. 

8 Wd2 0-0 9 0-0 &c6 10 h3 d6 11 
a3 i.e612 £>g5 d513 exd5 £xd514 
b4 Wd815 Sadi 

± Sveshnikov-Romanishin, USSR 
1977. 

Bib) 

4&c3« r a5 

4.. .6c6 5 d5 £>d4 6 &xd4 cxd4 7 
£)b5 Wb6 8 c3 dxc3 9 £>xc3 ± Arake- 
lov-Karasev, USSR 1969. 

Black’s best is 4...cxd4! 5 £)xd4 
$3c6, with transposition into the main 
lines of the Accelerated found in 
Chapters 1-7 of this book. 

5£e3 

The alternatives also appear to be 
promising for White: 

1) 5 d5 Axc3+ (5...d6 6 £>d2! 
ilxc3 7 bxc3 #xc3 8 Bbl Wa5 9 £d3 
gives White adequate compensation 
for the pawn according to Gufeld and 


Lazarev) 6 bxc3 5)f6 (6...'i r xc3+ 7 
&d2 Wa3 8 e5 ± Mortensen) 7 £>d2! 
#xc3 8 Sbl £>xe4 9 Sb3 Wfd4 10 
£>xe4 «xe4+ 11 Se3 Wfd4 12 We2 e6 
(12...0-0!?) 13 c4 tfal 14 Wc2 and 
Black has lots of holes on the dark 
squares and is far behind in develop¬ 
ment, Mortensen-Keene, Gausdal 1983. 

2) 5£e2£>c66d5£kl4 70-0a68 
Sel d6 9 Af4 t Kostro-Filipowicz, 
Wisla 1963. 

5.. .£>f6 

5.. .£>c6 6 d5 5)e5 7 £>d2 d6 8 JLe 2 
a6 9 0-0 £tf6 10 h3 0-0 11 f4 £ted7 12 
£>c4 Wc7 13 a4 Sb8 14 a5 ± German- 
Bilek, Stockholm IZ 1962. 

6 Wd2 

Also good is 6 4)d2 cxd4 7 5)b3 
Wc7 8 Axd4 0-0 9 e5 £>e8 10 &b5 
Wd8 11 £>xa7 &c7 12 S)b5 £lxb5 13 
&xb5 ± Bobotsov-Bilek, Sarajevo 
1962. 

6.. .$3c6 

6.. .£lg4? 7 &d5 Wd8 8 Af4 d6 9 
dxc5 Axb2 (9...e6 10 l.xd6! exd5 11 
exd5 f6 12 £b5+ *f7 13 0-0 and 
White has more than enough for the 
sacrificed piece, Kovacs-Avner, Kra¬ 
kow 1964) 10 cxd6 exd6 11 Sdl 0-0 
12 c3 Aa3 13 h3 £lf6 14 i.g5 ± 
Alexander-Kotov, Hastings 1963. 

7 dxc5 

Asking Black how he intends to re¬ 
gain his pawn. 

Other moves: 

1) 7 h3? cxd4 8 £ixd4 &xe4 9 
5)xc6 Wxc3! wins a pawn, Pogats- 
Bilek, Budapest 1961. 

2) 7 d5!? £)b4 8 i.e2 (8 e5 £)g4 9 
J6.f4 f6 10 exf6 ± de Greiff-Haag, 
Havana 1962) 8 ... 0-0 (preferable is 

8...£\xe4!? 9 5)xe4 £)xc2+ 10 idl 
Wxd2+1 1 *xd2 £lxal 12 Sxal d613 
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£>c3 JLd7 14 a4 0-0 = Kostro-Bilek, 
Warsaw vs Budapest 1962) 9 0-0 d6 
10 a3 £>a6 11 b4! cxb4 12 axb4 #d8 
13 Sfbl jtg4 14 jkxa6 bxa6 IS £k!4 
Ac8 16 f3 ± Bokuchava-Nanavovsky, 
Tbilisi 1965. 

7.. .£>g4 

7.. .Wb4 is insufficient: 8 Jkd3 £>g4 
90-0£)xe3 10Wxe3 1 *xb2?(10...£xc3) 
11£>b5 0-0 12 c3! and the threat of 13 
Sfbl wins material, Matanovi6-Bilek, 
Varna OL 1962. 

8Ac4 

Nothing is gained by 8 £id5 “£)xe3 9 
WxaS £>xc2+ 10 *d2 £lxa5 11 *xc2 
Bb8 12 Bdl e6 = Gheorghiu-Bilek, 
Varna OL 1962. 

8.. .Wb4? 

This turns out poorly. Black should 
play either 8...b6!? 9 cxb6 £lxe3 10 
Wxe3 axb6 with some compensation, 
or 8...£>xe3! 9 lfxe3 &b4 10 i.b3 (10 
0-0-0 is better) 10...4la6, when he will 
regain his pawn. 

9 £b3 &xe3 

No better is 9...0-0 10 0-0 Jix c 3 11 
bxc3 l r xe4 12 Ad4 and White is 
clearly better. 

10 Wxe3 £>d4 11 e5 £)f5 12 We4 
WxcS 13 WdS Wxd514 £lxd5 Sb815 
0 - 0-0 

± Damjanovid-Filipowicz, Polan- 
ica Zdroj 1966. 

B2) 

3.. .cxd4 

In a way this is illogical since Black 
tries for nothing more than a transpo¬ 
sition back into normal Accelerated 
lines - Maroczy and all. Why do this 
and give White the added possibility 
of 4 Wxd4? 


At least, this was our feeling when 
we wrote the first edition, but things 
have changed a bit since then. A better 
way to look at this question is "what do 
you want to play against, 4 Wxd4 or 
the Rossolimo?’ 

By playing 2...g6, Black side-steps 
the very fashionable and currently 
successful 2...£>c6 3 Jkb5. One other 
possible reason why Black might pre¬ 
fer the move-order of 2...g6 and 3...cxd4 
is how he wants to handle his transpo¬ 
sitions against 2 c3. Many players like 
to play 1 e4 c5 2 c3 d5 3 exd5 Wxd5 4 
d4 5 £tf3 .fi.g4. But cunning play¬ 

ers with White can avoid this by play¬ 
ing 2 &f3 5ic6 3 c3, when Black has 
prematurely developed his knight on 
c6 (as far as the c3 lines go!). One line 
that has recently started to become 
popular is 1 e4 c5 2 c3 d5 3 exd5 #xd5 
4 d4 5 £)f3 g6 - another system in 
which an early ...£k:6 is not part of the 
set-up. 

4 xd4 (D) 



We felt that this led to an edge for 
White in the first edition of this book. 
Now things are not so clear. 

4...£tf6 
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Logical. Black develops and threat¬ 
ens ...£lc6. 4...f6 is too fatalistic: 5 c4 
&c66« r dld67l.e2&h680-0£>f79 
£>c3 ±gl 10 Ae3 b611 Bel 0-012 a3 
e6 13 b4 Wei 14 #b3 ± Vogt-Bellon, 
Cienfuegos 1976. 

After 4...£sf6 White has: 

B2a: 5£>c3 301 

B2b: 5 e5 302 

B2c: 5 iLbS 304 

B2a) 

5 £*3 

This move is rarely seen even though 
White has had good results with it. 

5.. .£ic6 6 #84 d6 

6.. Well is an error that almost loses 
by force: 7 Jkg5 5)g4 (7.. JLg7 8 0-0-0 
Wb8 9 &d5 £>xd5 10 exd5 <he5 11 d6 
± Sabinin-Gurov, Novosibirsk 1949) 8 
£>d5 #b8 9 jtf4 d6 10 i.b5 JLd7 11 
0-0 Ag7 12 Badl e5 13 i.g5 f6 14 
Ad2 0-0 15 &e7+ *h8 16 &b4 and 
White eventually won in Gaban-Bogo- 
rad, USSR 1970. 

7 e5 (D) 



7.. .5)g4 

7.. .dxe5 8 £*xe5 and then: 


1) If Black tries to sacrifice a pawn 
for development with 8...jLg7, then 9 
JLb5 favours White according to Vy- 
deslaver and Faerman. 

2) 8..Jkd7 is also insufficient for 
equality according to Piket: 9 £)xd7 (9 
£>xc6 ±) 9...'txd7 10 Ae3 ±. 

3) 8,..#d4 9 4fxc6 #xa4 10 £)xa4 
bxc611 Ae3 ±g7 12 0-0-0 and Black’s 
pawn weaknesses on the queenside 
give White a clear advantage in the 
endgame, Bonch Osmolovsky-Khasin, 
USSR 1957. 

8exd6 

Other moves: 

1) 8 JLb5 £>xe5 (8...£g7! looks 
good) 9 £)xe5 dxe5 10 0-0 Ad7 11 
Bdl gives White some initiative for 
the sacrificed pawn, but is it enough? 
After ll..~SLg7 it’s not easy to break 
down Black’s position. For example 
12 £>e4 a6 13 ±xc6 i.xc6 14 Bxd8+ 
Sxd8 is winning for Black. 

2) 8 i.f4 JLg7 9 exd6 #b6 10 0- 
0-0! £>xf2 11 Bel £>xhl 12 Bxe7+ 
*f8 13 i.c4 (13 5)g5!? Ae6 14 Bxe6 
fxe6 15 £>xe6+ *g8 16 #c4 &e5 17 
#d5 #c6 18 #b3 #b6 = is analysis 
by Vydeslaver and Faerman) 13... Jle6 
14 jLxe6 fxe6 15 Ag5, Vydeslaver- 
Flash, Beersheba 1993, and now both 

15...'tc5 16 Bxb7! #xd617 £>e4 #d5 
18 #a3+ *g8 19 £lf6+ Axf6 20 
£xf6 and 15...£>xe7 16 #d7 £>f5 17 
±e7+ £)xe7 18 dxe7+ d?g8 19 £)g5H 
jSLf8! 20 e8# #63+ 21 *bl #el+ 22 
5M1 #xdl+ 23 #xdl Bxe8 24 #xhl 
favour White according to Vydeslaver 
and Faerman. 

8...#xd6 (D) 

Piket mentions 8...#b6? 9 5)d5 
#xf2+ 10*dl #c5 114k7+*d8 12 
£lxa8 £>f2+ 13 *e2 £lxhl 14 JLe3. 
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9 £>b5!? Wb8 

According to Piket, 9... 1 i r b4+ fails 
to 10 #xb4 £>xb4 11 h3 £>xc2+ 12 
*dl £>xf2+ 13 *xc2 i.f5+ 14 *b3 
Bc8 IS £>bd4!. 

10 €)bd4 jLg7 

Both 10....£d7 11 £>xc6 bxc6 12 
Jie2 and 10...&ge5 11 £>xc6 bxc6 12 
i.e2 are ±. 

11 &b5 5)ge5 

11.. .0-0 12 £lxc6 bxc6 13 &xc6 
iLxb2 14 £xb2 ¥xb2 IS 0-0 Bb8 16 
Wxa7 i (analysis by Piket). 

12.&f4! 

Better than 12 53xc6 bxc6. 

12 .. . 0-0 

After 12...£lxf3+13 gxf3! (13 £>xf3 
eS is unclear) 13...'ifxf4 14 ,fi.xc6+ 
bxc6 IS #xc6+ &f8 16 WxaS jLxd4 
17 Wxc8+ *g7 18 #g4 #f6 19 0-0 
(19 c3 i.xc3+ 20 bxc31^3+ 21 *e2 
Wb2+ 22 *e3 *fc3+ 23 *f4 »c7+ 24 
&g5 Bd8! is unclear according to 
Piket) 19....fi.xb2 Black doesn’t have 
quite enough compensation for the ex¬ 
change. 

13 £sxc6 

An unclear position results from 13 
jLxc6 £ixf3+ 14 &xf3 e5 15 jLd5 
exf4 16 0-0-0 lfc7. 


13...bxc6 14 i.xc6 
This is Van der Wiel-Piket, Wijk 
aan Zee 1995. After 14...£>xf3+!? 15 
i.xf3 eS, both 16 Acl e4! and 16 &e3 
Ab7! 17 flbl!? (Hulak) 17..JLxf3 lead 
to unclear, interesting play. The criti¬ 
cal move is, of course, 16 Axa8, when 
the position after 16...exf4 17 iLe4 
Axb2 18 fidl 1x3+ 19 *fl Ae6 is 
not easy to assess. Both Piket and Van 
der Wiel call it ±. 


B2b) 

SeS(D) 



Most natural. White starts to tor¬ 
ment the black knight. 

5...£>c6 6 #34 

Other queen moves have not turned 
out well at all: 

1) 6 Wh4 £>xe5! 7 £>xe5 Wa5+ 8 
&c3 Wxe5+ 9 JLe2 ±g7 100-00-011 
Bel d6 12 i.g5 Wc5 13 Af3 ±e6! ¥ 
Sturua-Lukin, Moscow 1979. 

2) 6 We3 5)g4! 7 Ve4 £>gxe5 8 
£3xe5 Wa5+ wins a pawn for Black. 

3) 6 Wc3 £te4 led to a good game 
for Black in Pirc-Honfi, Gyula 1965 
after 7 We3 #a5+! 8 &bd2 d5 9 i.d3 
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iLg7 10 0-0 0-011 £)xe4 dxe412 Axe4 
£>xe5 13 £>xe5 #xe5 14 c3 #c7. 

6.. .£kl5 7 #e4 

The most popular choice, but the al¬ 
ternatives are probably no worse: 

1) 7 a3 #b6 8 #e4 5k7 9 &c3 
iLg710 JLc4?)a5 11 £.32*0612#b4 
b6 is unclear, Hulak-Barlov, Yugosla¬ 
via 1975. 

2) 7 c4? £k:7! 8 £*c3 ^e6! (this 
accurate move keeps White’s bishop 
out of f4; if 8...£.g7 White plays 9 £.f4 
4ie6 10 £.g3 but Black is still doing 
fine: 10...0-0 11 £k! 5 d6 12 0-0-0 
dxe5! 13 £>f6+ exf6 14 Hxd8 Sxd8 
gave Black good compensation for his 
queen in Jano5evi6-Nikoli6, Titovo 
Uiice 1966) 9 i.d2 £.g7 10 £kl5 0-0 
11 £.c3 £>c5 12 #c2 d6 ? Unzicker- 
Eisinger, Germany 1949. 

3) 7 £.b5 £.g7 8 0-0 0-0?! (the al¬ 
ternative 8...4k7!? is better and offers 
chances for both sides) 9 #h4! &c7 
10 £.xc6 dxc6 11 £.h6 £.f5 12 £>c3! 
£.xc2 13 £.xg7 < 4’xg7 14 £M4 ± 
Kmi6-Dimitrov, Sofia 1976. 

4) 7 #b3 e6 8 c4 £)b6 9 £)c3 #07 
10 5)b5 #b8 11 #e3 i.b4+ 12 £.d2 
0-0 13 £.xb4 £>xb4 14 0-0-0 f6 15 h4 
£>c6 16 £>d6 £>xe5 17 £>xe5 fxe5 18 
h5 &d5 19 Hxd5 exd5 20 #xe5 Hf5 
21 #e8+ Hf8 22 #e7 Bxf2 23 h6 1-0 
Rotshtein-Leko, Wijk aan Zee 1993. 

7.. .£>db4 (D) 

Not so strong is 7...#a5+, when 8 
£.d2 #c5 9 £>c3 4)xc3 10 £.xc3 i.g7 
110-0-0 0-0 is a suggestion of Panov’s 
which offers chances to both sides. 
However, according to Archives White 
can gain an advantage with 8 c3 5)c7 9 
i.c4 b5 10 £.b3 Ag7 11 0-0 £.b7 12 
Bel #a6 13 #h4 &a5 14 i.dl &c4 
15&bd2. 


7...£)c7 8 £k:3 £.g7 is a playable al¬ 
ternative: 

1) 9 £.c4 b5! (9...d5 is inferior: 10 
exd6! #xd6 11 0-0 £.f5 12 #h4 &d4 
13 £)g5 e6 14 5)ge4 £.xe4 15 £lxe4 
#c616 &f6+ £.xf617 #xf6 and White 
has won the exchange) 10 JLxb5 &xb5 

11 5)xb5 #a5+ 12 £>c3 £.a6 13 i.d2 
e6 14 a4 #c5 15 £.e3 Wa5 16 £.d2 
Wc5 17 £.e3 with a repetition of moves 
- analysis by Archives. 

2) 9 £.f4 <5^e6 (a strategic error; 
also bad is 9...0-0100-0-0 b611 h4 h5 

12 £.c4; according to Archives, cor¬ 
rect is 9...b6! 10 jkc4 £.b7 11 #e2 
£>a5 12 £.d3 &e613 £.g3 ^3c5 14 0-0 
0-0 15 Badl #c8 and Black has no 
problems) 10 £.g3 b6 11 h4! h5 12 
£.c4 £.b7 13 Ad5 #c8 14 0-0-0 £ia5 
15 £sg5 £.h616 f4 £.xg5 17 fxg5 £k7 
18 i.xf7+! *xf7 19 e6+ £ixe6 20 
Bhfl+ l S?e8 21 #xg6+ ^d8 22 #xe6 
Wc6 23 #f7 d6 24 £.xd6 cxd6 25 #f6f 
1-0 Lutikov-Osnos, USSR 1964/5. 



8iLb5 

Two lame alternatives: 

1) 8 a3? d5! 9 #e2 £la6 10 b4 
£>c7 11 £.b2 £.g7 12 g3 (12 £)bd2 ?) 

12...£.g4 13 5)bd2 £>e6 14 0-0-0 £.h6 
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IS Wd3 Wb616 h3 i.f5 17 We2 fic8 T 
Shteinberg-Zhidkov, USSR 1968. 

2) 8c3d59l r e2£>a610£>d4.£g7 
11 f4 0-0 with good prospects, Ryz- 
Honfi, Kislovodsk 1968. 

5.. Ms£ 

Also possible is 8...iLg7 9 c3 4^a6 
10 0-0 0-0 11 JLf4?! £>c7 12 a4 £»e6 

13 Ag3 «fc714 £>bd2 a615 ±c4 b616 
Sfel J.b7 17 Vh4 h6 18 Sadi Sad8 
19 h3 Sfe8 = Schoisswohl-Uogele, 
corr 1981. 

9£>c3d5 

This aggressive move keeps White 
off balance. The quieter 9..Jtg7 10 
0-0 0-0 led to White’s advantage in the 
game Jasnikowski-Honfi, Eksjo 1980, 
after 11 a3 dS 12 exd6 Af5 13 Wh4 
£>xc2 14 JLx c 6 exd6 15 b4 *U8 16 
£g5 f6 17 JLd5+ *h8 18 ±e3 &xal 
19 fixal ±. 

10We2 

Avoiding 10 exd6 iLf5 11 lfe5 
£>xc2+ 12 *e2 0-0-0 13 *xh8 £>xal 
and Black has a distinct advantage. 

10.. .£g4110-0d4! 

Also good is 11...0-0-0 12 a3 £)d4 
(bad is 12..Jkxf3 13 #xf3 £lxe5 14 
Wh3+ e6 15 axb4 Ifxal 16 J$Lf4 and 
White should win, Romanishin-Kup- 
reichik, USSR 1971) 13 &xd4 ±xe2 

14 axb4 Wxal 15 iLxe2 Jkh6 16 Jkxh6 
ttxb2 17 jk.d2 WxM with a rather 
strange material count. Black is, of 
course, better. 

12&e4£xf313gxf3d3! 14 Jt.xd3 
<&xd3 15 jkd2 Wa6 16 Wxd3 Wxd3 
17 cxd3 5lxe5 

f Kmic-Sax, VmjaCka Banja 1974. 

B2c) 

5 ±bS (D) 



This strange-looking move is an in¬ 
vention of David Bronstein. Since its 
inception (and the initial laughs) it has 
gained a lot of respect and was consid¬ 
ered to be White’s best move for many 
years. Now interest has turned to 5 
5)c3 because some new ideas have 
shown that Black’s position is more 
promising than was at first thought. 

5...£te6 

In the initial game Black played 

5.. .#a5+?! and was surprised by 6 
Wc3!, after which he swallowed his 
pride and retreated with 6...#d8. There 
followed 7 Ac4 e6 8e5 <&e4 9 ltd3 f5 
10 £>c3 5}xc3 11 bxc3! (already ±) 

11.. .£>c6 12 0-0 Ag7 13 fiel «fa5 14 
Ab5 0-015 a4 ffc7 16 Ax c6 #xc617 
£>d4 lfd5 18 £>b5 lfxd3 19 cxd3 d5 
20 exd6 a6 21 £>c7 Axc3 22 £ixa8 
Axal 23 Ag5 Ad4 24 Ae7 Hf7 25 
Scl Ad7 26 Hc7 Axa4 27 Hc4 Ac6 
28 Sxd4 1-0 Bronstein-Zhidkov, USSR 
Ch 1972. 

Of course, 6...#d8 was not a very 
attractive move, but even 6...H r xc3+ 7 
5)xc3 leaves Black in difficulties. Ka- 
valek analyses 7...a6 8 e5! axb5 9 exf6 
exf6 10 £>d5, when Black’s position 
will soon collapse. 
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Aside from 5...4bc6 and 5...Wa5+, 
the only other 5th move that comes to 
mind is 5...a6, when 6 e5 (6 Aa4 b5 7 
Ab3 0*6 8 #d3 Ag7 9 0-0 0-0 10 
£)c3 d6 11 Ag5 £>a5 12 Bfdl Ab7 13 
e5 £>xb3 14 axb3 dxe5 15 £>xe5 «c7 
16 Axf6 exf6 17 £kl7 Bfd8 18 Wd6 
Wxd6 19 Bxd6 Ac8 20 Sadi Axd7 
21 Sxd7 Sxd7 22 Hxd7 Bc8 23 g4 
Af8 24 0*5 Bxc2 25 £>xf6t- *g7 26 
£te8+ igS 27 £>f6+ ig7 with equal¬ 
ity, Curdo-Perelshteyn, Marlborough 
1997) 6...axb5 7 exf6 was supposed to 
be simply good for White. This as¬ 
sessment has changed with the discov¬ 
ery of 7...e6! (D) (much worse is 

7...£*c6 8 fxe7 Wxe7+ 9 We3 with a 
clearly better pawn structure for White; 
Kavalek then continues with 9...&b4 
10 &d4! Bxa2 11 Bxa2 £)xa2 12 0-0! 
±). 



This was first brought to our atten¬ 
tion when Fedorowicz (as Black) used 
it against Psakhis in a World Open in 
the late 1980s. Black quickly obtained 
an overwhelming position but the 
game score is not available. However, 
the games we do have suggest that 

7...e6 has a real future: 8 Oc3 (8 0-0 


£>c6 9 Wh4 Ba410 Wg5 Ba5 11 £>bd2 
h6 12 We3 Wxf6 left Black a pawn up 
for nothing in Stillger-Piveny, Buda¬ 
pest 1994) 8...£>c6 9 #h4 Ba5! (the 
obvious 9...b4 10 5)b5 Ba5 11 c4! 
bxc3 12 a4! cxb2? 13 Axb2 Ab4+ 14 
*e2 b6 15 £>e5 Aa6 16 4)xc6 Bxb5 
17 axb5 Axb5+18 <S?e3 dxc619 Bhdl 
led to a winning position for White in 
Ruhrig-Stertenbrink, Germany 1984) 
10 a4 bxa4 (10...b4 11 Qb5) 11 Bxa4 
b5 (ll...Bxa4 12 l r xa4! #xf6? 13 
Ag5 Wf5 14 Wa8) 12 Bxa5 Wxa5 13 
0-0 b4 14 £>e4 d5 15 h6 16 
£>xf7 *xf7 17 £lg5+ hxg5 18 WxhS 
d4 with complications that should not 
be bad for Black - analysis by Fedor¬ 
owicz, Donaldson and McCambridge. 

6 Axc6 

Also good is 6 Wa4, when Black 
has tried: 

1) 6...t r a5+ 7 Oc3 Vxa4 8 Axa4 
followed by e5 and 5)d5 favours White. 

2) 6...a6 7 0-0 Bb8 8 Axc6 bxc6 9 
e5 Od5 10 #h4! Ag7 11 c4 0*7 12 
Ah6 0*6 (12...Axh6 13 Wxh6 Sxb2 
14 Wg7 Bf8 15 e6 is unpleasant - 
analysis by Kavalek) 13 Axg7 Oxg7 
14 b3 £if5 15 #f4 Ab7 16 0*3 c5 17 
Badl Axf3 18 lfxf3 0-019 Bd3 d6 20 
Bel! £>d4 21 Wdl Bb7 22 exd6 exd6 
23 £kl5 ± Kavalek-S.Friedman, Ne- 
tanya 1973. 

3) 6...Ag7 7 0-0 (7 £>c3 0-0 8 e5 

5)e8 9 Axc6 dxc6 10 Wh4 followed 
by Ah6 is also better for White ac¬ 
cording to Kavalek) 8 5)c3 a6 

9 Ag5 0-0 10 Bfel £)e5!? 11 £lxe5 
Wxe5 12 Ah4 ± Kmi£-Kupreichik, 
Wijk aan Zee 1977: 12...£>g4 13 Ag3 
Wc5 14 Ae2 0*5 15 Badl b5! 16 
Axb5 Bb8 17 Bd5 Well 

6...bxc6 



306 


Accelerated Dragons 


6.. .dxc6 7 Wxd8+ &xd8 is a serious 
alternative: 

1) 8 e5 £kI5 9 JLd2 £g7 10 c4 
£>b611 b3 ±g4 12 Ac3 £.xf3 13 gxf3 
£ld7 14 f4 £>c5 15 *e2 *c7 16 £ld2 
Shd8 17 Ab4 &d3 18 £xe7 £)xf4+ 
19 *e3 Axe5 20 Axd8+ Hxd8 21 
£>f3 £xal 22 flxal £>e6 23 h4 £>g7 

24 *e2 f6 25 figl a5 26 Sg4 £>e6 27 
fie4 ^66 and somehow Black blun¬ 
dered and ended up losing in J.Polgar- 
Larsen, Roquebrune Amber rpd 1992. 

2) 8 £>g5?! 4>e8 9 £>c3 h6 10 e5? 
hxg5 11 exf6 exf6 12 Jid2 £e7 13 
0-0-0 f5! T Peretjatkowicz-Uogele, 
corr 1981. 

3) 8 £lc3 with three different tries 
by Black: 

3a) 8...*e8 9 £e3 £>g4 10 Af4 
&g7 11 e5 g5 12 Ag3 h5 13 h4! gxh4 
14 Sxh4± Pribyl-Sikora, Czechoslo¬ 
vak Ch 1980. 

3b) 8..JLg4 9 £>e5 £e6 10 £ld3 
Ag7 11 4k5 £c8 12 i.f4 b6 13 
0-0-0+ *e8 14 £id3 £>d7 15 Sd2 e5 
16 £.g5 f6 17 Jic3 ±bl 18 Shdl Sd8 
19 a4 £f8 20 a5 Ad6 21 axb6 axb6 22 
f4 i.c7 23 fxe5 £ixe5 24 £>xe5 Sxd2 

25 fixd2 jLxe5 and Black made a draw 
on the 58th move in Zamicki-Larsen, 
Buenos Aires 1992. 

3c) 8...i.g7 9 JLf4 *e8 10 0-0-0 
£id7 11 h3 e5 12 i.e3 £>f8 13 £>d2 
£>e6 14 £>c4 £>e 7 15 Hd2 b5 16 £ia5 
Jidl 17 Shdl 4id418 £>b3 £>xb3+ 19 
axb3 Bhd8 20 £.g5+ f6 21 £e3 *e8 
22 b4 £f8 23 ±c5 i.xc5 24 bxc5 *e7 
25 &d6 Ae8 26 Sxd8 Sxd8 = Tal- 
Dzindzichashvili, New York 1990. 

7 e5 5ld5 8 0-0 

8 e6 5)f6 9 exf7+ d?xf7 is nothing 
for White. 

8.. .Jkg7 9 Wh4 0-0 


9...h6!? is a possible improvement, 
preventing White from trading bish¬ 
ops with Jkh6 but on the other hand 
making it difficult for Black to castle. 
Kengis-Levchenkov, Riga 1984 con¬ 
tinued 10 c4?! (White should have 
played 10 a3 first and only then c4) 

10...&b4 11 £>c3 £>d3! 12 J&.d2 #c7 
13 £ie4 g5 14 Wg3 £lxb2 15 Hael *f8 
16 £>exg5?! hxg5 17 iLxg5 jLa6? 18 
i.xe7+ *xe7 19 #xg7 Hag8 20 #f6+ 
*e8 21 £>g5 Jlxc4 22 &e4 i.d5! 23 
£kl6+ tf?f8 and Black won on the 40th 
move. 

10 £h6 f6 11 Jixgl *xg7 12 c4 
£>c7 13 £ic3 £le6 14 &d4 &xd4 15 
Wxd4 fxe5 16 Wxe5+ *g8 17 Bfel 
&f718 fiadl d6 19 c5! 

± Bokuchava-Gavashelishvili, USSR 
1974. 


C) 

3 c3 (D) 



White wants to create a full pawn 
centre. Players who want to reach the 
position after 3 c3 jk.g7 4 d4 cxd4 5 
cxd4 d5 as White might want to con¬ 
sider the move-order 3 d4 Ag7 4 c3. 
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Granted, this allows 3...cxd4, but the 
move-order after 3 c3 allows Black the 
possibility of playing 3...dS and trans¬ 
posing into a currently popular system 
against the Alapin Sicilian. 

3...£.g7 

Two alternatives: 

1) 3...£>f6 4 e5 £kl5 5 £>g5!? e6 
(5.. Mcl is doubtful, when Archives 
considers the sacrifice after 6 £>xf7 
< ±‘xf7 7 Htf3+ "teb to be unconvinc¬ 
ing; however, 6 d4 cxd4 7 cxd4 ilg7 8 
£}a3! 0-0 9 Jt.c4 is good for White) 6 
d4 cxd4 7 &e4! Ae7 8 cxd4 f5 9 &ec3 
d6 10 £>xd5 exd5 11 JLb5+ Jkd7 and 
White could now maintain his advan¬ 
tage with 12 £*c 3, Van den Berg-Bob- 
otsov, Noordwijk 1965. 

2) 3...d5!? 4 exd5Wxd5 is interest¬ 
ing. Black wants to transpose into a 
new and popular line of the Alapin: 

2a) 5 £>a3 Agl 6 !.c4 #e4+ 7 
Ae2 £rf6 8 £>b5 &a6 9 0-0 0-010 Bel 
Wd5 11 d4 cxd4 12 c4 Wd8 13 £foxd4 
£)c5 14h3b615 A&3 i.b716 b4 £>ce4 

17 Wb3 a6 18 a4 a5 19 bxa5 £>c5 20 
Wxb6 Sxa5 21 Wxd8 Sxd8 22 Babl 
Sxa4 23 Bb5 £>fd7 24 Bdl i.e4 25 
£>g5 Bc8 26 Ag4 f5 27 £>xe4 fxg4 28 
£>c3 Bxc4 29 £>d5 i.f8 30 hxg4 e6 31 
£>b6 &xb6 32 Bxb6 Bd8 33 Bbbl e5 
34 £)f3 Bxdl+ 35 Bxdl Sxg4, and 
Short-Andersson, Tilburg 1990 was 
drawn in 49 moves. 

2b) 5d4«)f6(5...i.g7 6jLe3cxd4 
7 cxd4 Wa5+ 8 £>c3 £>f6 9 i.c4 0-010 
0-0 £>bd7 11 a3 £>b6 12 A&2 £lbd5 
13 Bel Ae6 = 14 Wd2 £>xe3 15 fxe3 
iLxa2 16 5)xa2 #xd2 17 £>xd2 £>d5 

18 Bfel e5! 19 £>f3 e4 20 £>d2 f5 21 
£>fl f4 22 Bcdl fxe3 23 £xe3 £rf4 24 
£)fl £>d3 0-1 Mohr-Hulak, Portoroi 
1993) and now: 


2al) 6 dxc5 Wxc5 7 i.e3 Wc7 8 
£ia3 a6 9 *hc4 (9 #a4+ Adi 10 £>b5 
Wc8 11 Wa5 Axb5 12 Axb5+ £>c6 
13 JLxc6+ #xc6 14 0-0-0 Agl =) 

9.. .£>bd7 10 a4 b6 (10...i.g7 11 a5 0-0 
12 £.e2 Bd8 13 fU4 £sh5! 14 Wd5, 
V 2 -V 2 Sermek-Sakaev, Budapest 1996, 

14.. .£>f4! 15 Jkxf4 Wxf4 16 £>b6 e6 
17 #d3 Bb8 18 0-0 Af6 19 £>xc8 
Bbxc8 =) 11 a5 (Black is also fine af¬ 
ter 11 #d4 Agl 12 &xb6 £\xb6 13 
#xb6 #xb6 14 ±xb6 Bb8 15 a5 
5)d5) 1 l...bxa5! with equality accord¬ 
ing to Sakaev. 

2a2) 6 £la3 Agl and here: 

2a2a) 7 £>b5 £la6 8 Ae2 (8 dxc5? 
Wxdl+ 9 *xdl 0-0 ?) 8...cxd4 (Black 
doesn’t want to allow lines like 8...0-0 

9 0-0 cxd4 10 5)fxd4 with the idea of 
Jk.f3 ±) 9 Wxd4 and then: 

2a2al) 9...0-010i.e3 Wf5 11 #dl 
£>d5 12 Ad4 £>f4 13 0-0 Wg4 14 g3 
e5 15 iLe3 £>xe2+ 16 Wxe2 HiS 0-1 
Kelleher-A.Ivanov, Boston 1997. 

2a2a2) 9...#xd4 10 £>fxd4 0-0 11 
0-0 (11 Af3 G3c5 12 0-0 a6 13 &c7 
Bb8 14 Af4 &d3 15 ±g3 e5 ¥ Yermo- 
linsky) ll...i.d7 (ll...£c5!?) 12 
£lb3! Bfc8 13 Bdl £k5 14 £>xc5 (14 
Jke3! b6 15 5)xc5 bxc5 is unclear - 
Yermolinsky) 14...fixc5 15 a4 a6 16 
£> d4 e5 17 £>b3 Bd518 Bxd5 £lxd5 = 
Shaked-Yermolinsky, USA Ch 1996. 

2a2b) 7 Ac4 (a dangerous alterna¬ 
tive) 7...1M+ 8 Ae3 0-0 9 0-0 cxd4 

10 Axd4 £sc6 11 Bel #f5 12 Ae5 
Bd8 13 Wb3 £>g4 14 Axgll (stronger 
than the 14 Ag3 of Benjamin-D.Gure- 
vich, USA Ch 1996) 14...*xg7 15 
Badl #c5!? 16 Wc2 Af5 17 »e2 a5 
(Black must avoid 17...Bxdl? 18 
Bxdl Bd8 19 Bxd8 &xd8 20 h3 £>f6 
21 b4 #c7 22 £>b5 1T4 23 £>xa7, 



308 


Accelerated Dragons 


Palkovi-Cs.Horvath, Hungarian Ch 
1996; however, 17...&ce5! 18 $3d4 
5)xc4 19 4lxc4 £)f6 20 £>xf5+ gxf5 
only gives White a minimal edge ac¬ 
cording to Palkovi) 18 h3 £)f6 19 g4! 
± 

4d4 

4 iLbS a6 5 &a4 £>f6 6 We2 0-0 7 
0-0 d6 8 d4 cxd4 9 cxd4 £d7 10 i.xd7 
£>fxd7 11 Sdl &c6 12 d5 £>ce5 13 
£ld4 Sc8 14 b3 £)f3+ 15 #xf3 &xd4 
16 Bxd4 Bxcl+ 17 Bdl Wc7 ¥ Wahls- 
Day, Manila OL 1992. 

4.. .cxd4 

4.. .Wa5 is also seen on occasion: 

1) 5&c4cxd460-0£>f6(6...dxc3?! 
just helps White add to his lead in de¬ 
velopment; possible, though is 6...d3 7 
Wxd3 £ic6 8 Wd5 Wxd5 9 exd5 £)e5 
10 £>xe5 Axe5 11 Bel d6 12 £>d2 
i?f8! 13 a4, when White is just a bit 
better, Dvoretsky-Romanishin, USSR 
1975) 7 e5 S)e4 8 cxd4 d5 9 ±b3 £ic6 
10 5)el is unclear, Jansa-Sikora, De5in 
1974. 

2) 5 J«Le2!? cxd4 6 b4 leads to wild 
complications: 6... , H , b6 7 cxd4 5)c6 8 
4?)c3 5)xd4 9 5)d5 5)xf3+ 10 iLxf3 
#d4 11 Wc2 #xal 12 0-0 4>f8 13 ±i4 
is unclear, Miles-Quinteros, Buenos 
Aires 1979. 

3) 5 £>bd2 cxd4 and now: 

3a) 6 b4 WdS (6...Wb6?! 7 cxd4 d5 

8 exd5 Stf6 9 ±c4 #xb410 a4! 0-011 
&.d3Wa5 12lft)3! ± Bronstein-Roman- 
ishin, USSR 1975) 7 cxd4 d5! is equal 
according to Romanishin. 

3b) 6cxd4£>f67i.d3d680-00-0 

9 Bel £>c6 10 a3 i.d7 11 b4 Wd8 12 
iLb2 e5 was mildly 4 in Andersson- 
Ribli, Sombor 1970. 

3c) 6 £lb3 Wd8 7 cxd4 £>f6 8 £d3 
0-0 9 0-0 £>c6 10 e5 &e8 11 £f4 with 


a slight plus for White, Kemazitsky- 
Taborov, USSR 1978. 

4) 5 d5 d6 6 £d3 £>f6 7 0-0 0-0 8 
h3 e6 9 c4 led to a Benoni in Marti- 
novi6-Pavlovi6, Yugoslavia 1993. 

5cxd4 

A transpositon to a line of the 
Smith-Morra Gambit occurs after 5 
JLc4!? dxc3 6 £sxc3 £ic6. Editor’s 
note: Then 7 e5 can be met by 7...Hh5 
8 0-0 S)xe5 9 £\xe5 Axe 5 10 £>d5 (10 
Bel d6!) 10...d6 11 Bel e6!, while af¬ 
ter 7 0-0, Black should choose be¬ 
tween 7...^h6 8 Jlf4 0-0 9 e5 4la5 10 
i.d5 e6 11 &e4 d5 12 exd6 f5 and 

7...d6, e.g. 8 Wb3 £)a5 9 Wa4+ £d7 
10&b5 £)c6 11 Bdl 4bh6 ¥. 

5...d5 (D) 

Striking out at the white centre. 
Other moves: 

1) 5...£>f6 6 e5 £ie4 7 £d3 (7 Wa4 
is a bit too fanciful: 7...0-0 8 d5 5)c5 9 
Wh4 d6 10 Ah6 dxe5 11 &g5 f6! ¥ 
Plachetka-Sikora, Stary Smokovec 
1977) 7...d5 8 S)c3 *hxc3 9 bxc3 £lc6 
10 0-0 0-0 11 h3 JlfS (1l...£>a5!?) 12 
jLxf5 gxf5 13 Bel 4 Adoijan-Sikora, 
Warsaw 1979. 

2) 5...d6 6 h3 £>f6 7 &c3 0-0 8 
±g5 £sc6 9 JLe2 h6 10 jke3 d5 11 e5 
£>e412 Bel ±e613 &d3 Afi, F.Olafs- 
son-Szabo, Lugano 1970. 

After 5...d5 White has two moves 
that lead to very different positions. 6 
exd5 creates a wide open centre while 

6 e5 leads to a closed centre. 

Cl: 6 exdS 309 

C2: 6e5 310 

Far less troublesome is 6 £>c3 dxe4 

7 &xe4 £)h6! 8 i.b5+ £>d7 9 0-0 0-0 
10 jkg5 £>b6 11 Wd2 £sf5. Van den 
Berg-Bilek, Hamburg 1965. 
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Cl) 

6 exd5 £lf6 

6..Mxd5 loses time and is not a 
good idea. In Suetin-Amaudov, Al- 
bena 1970, Black had a bad time after 

7 £lc3 WdS 8 le3 £>c6 9 lb5 Ad7 
(better is 9...e6 10 0-0 £>e7 ±) 10 0-0 
a6 11 1*2! I.g4 (ll...e6 12 d5! ±) 12 
d5 i.xf3 13 lxf3 £>e5 14 d6! £>xf3+ 
15 #xf3 Wxd6 16 Vtxbl and White 
was winning. 

7 lb5+ 

A position that can also come from 
the Griinfeld arises alter 7 JLc4 &xd5 

8 ?hc3 £>b6 9 l.b3 £»c6 10 d5 &a5 

11 0-0. In Jansa-Commons, Sombor 
1976, Black got a clear advantage with 

11.. JLg4! 12 h3 £>xb3 13 axb3 ±xf3 
14 #xf3 Axc3 15 «xc3 f6 16 Bdl 
£>xd5 17 ffc5 e6 T. 

7.J£>bd7 

White has the better chances after 

7.. .1.d7 8 JLc4 b5 (no better is 8...0-0 

9 £>c3 i.g4 10 0-0 £>bd7 11 d6 exd6 

12 h3 JLx£3 13 Wxf3 £fo614 ib3 d5? 
{14...'B r d7 15 JLg5 WfS!? gives draw¬ 
ing chances} 15 jLg5! h616 ih4 Bc8 
17 Bfel Bc6 18 Be2 Be6? 19 Bxe6 
fxe6 20 We2 #e8 21 £g3 Wf7 22 Bel 


Be8 23 le5 ± J.Horvath-Barczay, 
Hungary 1989) 9 JLb3 0-010 0-0 lf5 
(10...i.c8! ±) 11 GteS ixbl 12 Bxbl 
£>xd5 13 We2! a6 14 £>xf7! and 
Black’s game came tumbling down in 
Tukmakov-Sikora, Dedin 1977. 

8d6 

If Black is allowed to play ...0-0, 
...£)b6 and ...£)bxd5 he will obtain an 
excellent position. The text-move ad¬ 
mits that the d5-pawn will be lost and 
hopes to leave Black with a slight 
weakness on d6. 

Quiet development with 8 5)c3 will 
give White nothing: 8...0-0 9 l.g5 (9 
d6 exd6 10 0-0 £>b6 =) 9...£»b6 10 
JLxf6 J.xf6 (inferior is 10...exf6 11 
Wb3 ig4 12 i.e2 Vd6 13 0-0 Bfd8 
14h3if5 15Bfel £)xd5 16l.c4i.e6 
17 £le4 followed by 4ic5 with some 
advantage to White) 11 Wb3, Khol- 
mov-Navarovsky, Tbilisi 1965, and 
now after ll...e612 dxe6iLxe6, either 
13 Wdl lg4 or 13 Wc2 £>d5 14 0-0 
^6 gives Black active pieces and 
equal chances. 

8 ... 0-0 

We don’t think this sharp pawn sac¬ 
rifice is best. The alternatives deserve 
special attention: 

1) 8...Wa5+ 9 £lc3 £»e4 10 0-0 
£>xd611 ia4 0-012 Bel £if613 ib3 
e6 14 Jlf4 4 Tukmakov-Semionov, 
USSR 1971. 

2) 8...5)e4!? and then: 

2a) 9 0-0?! &xd6 10 ld3 0-0 11 
£>c3 fof6 12 h3 JUS 13 Bel ixd3 14 
Wxd3 Bc8 15 lf4 €)c4 = Kuzmin- 
Malakhov, Moscow rapid 1994. 

2b) 9 ixd7+ ixd7 10 dxe7 (such 
attempts to win a pawn give Black 
compensation) 10.. .Wa5+11 ld2 (11 
5)bd2 lb5 and 11 *fl Wb4! both 
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give Black lots of play) 1 l...€)xd2 12 
#xd2 Wxd2+ 13 £foxd2 *xe7 - 
analysis by Malakhov and Vaisman. 

2c) 9 dxe7 Wa5+ 10 £>c3 £>xc3 11 
JLxd7+ iLxd7 12 bxc3 4.b5 13 1^3 
2c8 14 £d2 Wa6 13 Bbl Ac4 16 
Wxb7 We6+ 17 *dl ±d5 18 ltxa7 
Wg4 19 Sel Wxg2 20 2b8 #xf3+ 21 
*cl &b7 22 Wa4+ 1-0 Formanek- 
Soltis, Reno 1994. An unhappy result 
for Black, but Soltis was of the opin¬ 
ion that he stood well at some point. 

3) 8...exd6! is the easiest way for 
Black to secure equality: 9 'B r e2+ Wei 
10 Af4 (10 l r xe7+ *xe7 11 £>c3 £sb6 
12 0-0 2d8 13 flel+ *f8 14 h3 Jke6 
15 &g5 Ac4 16 Af4 h6 17 £tf3 a6 
18 Axc4 £ixc4 19 b3 5)b6 20 fiacl 
&fd5 21 ±d2 £>xc3 22 i.xc3 £kI 5 
with a slight advantage for Black, 
Christiansen-Larsen, Roquebrune rpd 
1992) 10...1 r xe2+ 11 *xe2 *e7 = 
Levi-Keene, Adelaide 1983. Black 
will follow up with ...£)b6 and .. Jke6 
with a firm hold on the dS-square. It is 
interesting to compare this with a 
similar position that comes out of the 
Caro-Kann: 1 e4 c6 2 c4 d5 3 cxd5 
cxd5 4 exd5 £>f6 5 Ab5+ £>bd7 6 
£>c3 g6 7 d4 jLgl 8 d6 exd6 9 #e2+ 
«fe7 10 i.f4 l r xe2+ and now White 
can fight for d3 with 11 j&.xe2! fol¬ 
lowed by Af3 and £>ge2. This is im¬ 
possible in this Sicilian move-order 
because White’s knight is already on 
the ineffective f3-square. 

9 dxe7 

9 0-0 exd6 10 £>c3 a6 11 i.d3 Se8 
12 h3 h6 13 £f4 £>b6 14 Wd2 g5 15 
Ah2 i.e6 16 Hfel Wd7 17 £>e4 &xe4 
18 jLxe4 JLd5 19 iLxd5 £>xd5 with 
equality, Fedorowicz-Klovsky, New 
York 1994. 


9. Jifxe7+ 10 We2 

Being a pawn up. White would be 
happy to trade queens. Less effective 
is 10 Ae2 Se8 11 &c3 £>e4 12 ±e3?! 
(better is 12 &xe4 1 i r xe4 13 iLe3 with 
about equal chances) 12...£klf6 13 
£>xe4 (even worse is 13 Jkb5? £ixf2! 
and White was finished in Makropou- 
los-Bilek, Athens 1977) 13...£>xe4 14 
0-0 £lxf2! T Balogh-Bakonyi, Buda-* 
pest 1949. 

10...#b4+11 <£*3 Ile8 

Gufeld’s suggestion of 11...5M5 12 
0-0 £ixc 3 13 bxc3 Wxc3 14 i.d2 Wc7 
keeps White’s advantage to a mini¬ 
mum. 

12 jLe3a6?! 13a3#d614 £.d3 b5 
150-0 

± Cs.Horvath-Barczay, Hungary 
1989. The continuation was 15...jkb7 
16 Vd2 £xf3 17 gxf3 &h5?! 18 £>e4 
Id5 19 &g3 £lxg3 20 hxg3 #xf3 21 
a4! bxa4 22 2xa4 5)b6 23 2xa6 Bxa6 
24 i.xa6 £)d5 25 i.b7 2xe3? 26 ±xd5 
Se2 27 Wdl #g4 28 < 4’g2 1-0. 


C2) 

6e5 (D) 




Hyper-Accelerated Dragon (2..'.g6) 


311 


Black must now play for pressure 
against the d4-pawn. 

6...JLg4 (D) 

Very logical. Black gets his bishop 
outside the pawn-chain and also pre¬ 
pares to chop off a defender of d4. 

The natural 6...foc6 is also playable 
but this gives White the opportunity to 
stop .. JLg4 once and for all with 7 h3. 
Of course, as the following examples 
show, this doesn’t mean that White 
gets an automatic advantage: 

1) 7...$Lf5 8 foc3 e6 9 &g5 Wb6 
10 ±b5 J.e4 11 0-0 i.xf3 12 Wxf3 ± 
Sanz-Gurgenidze, Tbilisi 1980. 

2) 7...£Mi6! and then: 

2a) 8 &e2 0-0 9 foc3 A.e6 10 0-0 
fof5 11 Bel a6 12 b3 Bc8 13 i.b2 b5 
14 a4 b4 15 foa2 #b6 16 &fl h5 17 
£>cl Hc7 18 foe2 foa5 19 fof4 i.h6 20 
foxe61 (according to Keene, White 
should have played 20 5)d3! foc6 21 
foc5 ! £)cxd4 22 £>xd4 Wxc5 23 jLxa6) 

20...Wxe6 21 Ad3 Bfc8 22 *hl fog! 
23 fogl W)6 24 foe2 foc6 25 jLbl 
Bc3 26 JLxc3 bxc3 27 f4 £>xb3 28 
Ba3 £)bxd4 29 5)xd4 5)xd4 30 e6 c2 
31 exf7+ *f8 32 £xc2 £\xc2 33 
Bfl foxa3 0-1 Gallego-Keene, Ma¬ 
drid 1982. An instructive game that 
clearly shows how Black should play 
against d4. 

2b) 8 foc3 0-0 9 i.b5 (9 £f4 f6 10 
#d2 fori 11 exf6 exf612 Jke2 £e613 
0-0 Bc8 { \3...foi6 intending 14...foe4 
was also possible) 14 Bfel Be8 15 
Bad £*16 16 i.d3 JLH 17 Bxe8+ 
5)xe8 = Song-Donaldson, Los Ange¬ 
les 1990) 9...*h8 10 0-0 f6 11 Bel 
fxe5?! (11...5)f7!? - Andersson) 12 
£xc6 exd413 £xh6 J.xh614 Wxd4+ 
Jlg7 15 Wxd5 bxc6, Andersson- 
Dueball, Berlin 1971, and now 16 


Htxc6 is slightly better for White ac¬ 
cording to Andersson. 



The alternatives are: 

1) 7£>bd2&c68Ad3f6!?(8...e6, 

8.. .4)h6 and 8...Wb6 are also possible) 

9 Wa4 a6 10 0-0 Wa5 11 Wxa5 foxa5 

12 Bel &c6 13 h3 is lightly ±, Wes- 
terinen-Filipowicz, Esbjerg 1977. 

2) 7 £.b5+ foc6 (also reasonable is 

1.. .foil 8 5)bd2 e6 9 0-0 fotl 10 h3 
JLxf3 11 $)xf3 0-0 12 Bel a6 13 Ad3 
fobS 14 A.g5 h6 15 £.e3 £>f5 = Matu- 
lovid-Parma, Skopje/Ohrid 1968) and 
now: 

2a) 8 £>bd2 Wb6 9 &xc6+ Wxc6 

10 0-0 Bc8 11 Bel *fc2 12 «fe2 a613 
h3 £f5 14 £>fl #xe2 15 Bxe2 J.d3 
with equality, Matulovid-Bellon, Skopje 
OL 1972. 

2b) 8 0-0 £>h6 9 i.xh6 (9 fobd2 f6 
10 h3 Ad7 11 exf6 Axf6 12 £>b3 fof7 

13 5)c5 favoured White in Smyslov- 
Zso.Polgar, Vienna 1993) 9...iLxh610 
h3 Axf3 11 i.xc6+ bxc6 12 #xf3 0-0 
13 Wc3 Wb614 foil Bfb8 15 £>b3 a5 
16 Babl a4 17 foc5 Wb4 18 foil 
Wxc3 19 bxc3 Bd8 20 e6 fxe6 21 foe5 
Bdc8 22 Bb7 Ag5 led to an eventual 
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win for Black in Iskov-Donaldson, 
Gausdal 1986. 

2c) 8 43c3 43h6 9 0-0 (Black is also 
comfortable after 9 Jke3 0-0 10 h3 
±xf3 11 #xf3 £tf5 12 Bdl e6 13 0-0 
f6 14 exf6 #xf6, Glueck-Donaldson, 
Berkeley 1990) 9...0-0 10 i.xc6 bxc6 
11 h3 (11 JLxh6 Axh6 12 &a4 f6! ?) 
1 l...£.xf3 12 #xf3 £>f5 = Olsen-Filip- 
owicz, Gausdal 1977. 

3) 7 #b3 #d7 8 £>c3 &c6 9 Ae3 
£>h6 10 £>d2 &f5 11 Ab5 0-0 12 
£xc6 bxc6 13 £>a4 Bab8 14 #c3 f6 
15 £>c5 #c8 16 h3 fxe5 17 dxe5 £>xe3 
18 #xe3 iLf5 19 g4 and now, in Zag- 
rebelny-Vorontsov, St Petersburg 1993, 

19...Bxb2 20 gxf5 #xf5 21 f4 ±h6 
led to an exciting battle in which 
Black had more than enough compen¬ 
sation for the sacrificed piece. 

7.. .£k6 8 £e2 £>h6 

8.. .jLxf3 9 i.xf3 e6 10 Ae3 £>ge7 
110-00-0 12 #d2 £rf5 13 £>e2 f6 14 
exf6 #xf6 15 Sadi Bae8 = Belaska- 
Barbero, Mlada Boleslav 1994. 

9 0-0 

Not to be recommended is 9 #b3 
ixD (in L.Harmon-Donaldson, Port¬ 
land 1984, Black varied with 9...0-0 
and got a winning position after 10 
±e3 £>f5 11 Sdl e6 12 0-0 &a5 13 
#b4 Hc8 14 4kl2 £>xe3 15 fxe3 Sxc3) 
10 Jkxf3 e6?! (better is 10...£rf5! 11 
#xb7 £>fxd4 12 ±xd5 £k 2+ 13 *dl 
{13 *fl 0-0 14 Sbl £i2b4} 13...£>2b4 
14 Ad2 0-0 15 Jk.xc6 Sb8 16 #d7 
#1)6! with a powerful attack) 11 #xb7 
£>xd4 12 ±g5 Sb8 13 #xa7 5k6 14 
#c5? (14 #a4 #d7 =) 14...£>xe5! T 
Lukin-Kupreichik, USSR 1974. 

Also fine for Black is 9 h3 jkxf3 10 
i.xf3 £>f5 11 i.xd5 £lfxd4 12 f4 0-0 
13 0-0 e6 14 ±xc6 £lxc6 15 £.e3 #a5 


16 Wb3 b617&e4 Sfd8 18 Sfdl #b4 
19 Sxd8+ Sxd8 20 #xb4 £sxb4 21 
Bel £>d5 22 *f2 £f8 = Ljubojevic- 
Larsen, Roquebrune 1992. 

9...£>f5 10 i.e3 0-0 11 h3 Axf3 12 
i.xf3 e613 iLg4 

Now Shevelev-Ageichenko, USSR 
1979 saw White gain a slight advan¬ 
tage with 13...f6? 14 JLxf5 gxf5 15 f4. 
However, Black can get a good posi¬ 
tion with 13...£>xe3 14 fxe3 #g5 (or 

14...f5 15 exf6 Bxf6 =) 15#d3h5 16 
Ae2 £>b4 (16...f6 17 exf6 Bxf6 18 
Bxf6 Jkxf6 19 Bfl Bf8 20 h4! #h6 
21 g3 iLd8 22 Bxf8+ *xf8 23 *g2 
V 2 -V 2 Panchenko-Ardeleanu, Bucha¬ 
rest 1993) 17 #d2 53c2!? 18 #xc2 
#xe3+ 19 *hl #xd4 20 Bael #xe5 
with a slight advantage for Black - 
analysis by Ardeleanu. 


D) 

3 c4 (D) 



White hopes to transpose into the 
Maroczy Bind. 

3..Jkg7 

This allows Black to take the game 
into the Maroczy Bind, the Benoni, or 
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into lines of the Modem Defence! The 
only other choices are: 

1) 3...£>c6 4 d4 cxd4 5 £>xd4 £>f6 
6 £>c3 d6 with a transposition to the 
Gurgenidze System against the Ma- 
roczy Bind (Chapter 8). 

2) 3...Ah6!? (this recommendation 

of Keene’s gives the game an inde¬ 
pendent character; the idea is that a 
trade of dark-squared bishops would, 
theoretically, leave White weak on the 
dark squares) 4 h4 (since this position 
is experimental, White’s correct plan 
has not yet been determined; other 
tries include 4 £)c6 5 Ae2 e5 =, 4 

d4 Axel 5 Wxcl cxd4 6 £>xd4 £>c6 7 
Wc3 £>f6 8 £>d2 Wb6! and 4 &c3 £>c6 
5 d4 so as to be able to recapture on c 1 
with the rook; Keene feels that this last 
attempt may be White’s best line) 

4...d6 5 h5 Ag4! 6 hxg6 hxg6 7 d4 
Axf3 (7...Ad2+? 8 £ifxd2! Axdl 9 
Hxh8 *f8 10 <±>xdl leaves White 
with too much for the queen) 8 H r xf3 
Ad2+! wins the exchange - analysis 
by Keene. 

4d4 

Now Black has three interesting at¬ 
tempts: 

Dl: 4...#a5+ 313 

D2: 4...d6 314 

D3: 4..Mb6 315 

Naturally, main lines of the Mar- 
oezy Bind can be reached by 4...cxd4 
5 £>xd4, though Black has lost the op¬ 
tion of playing the Gurgenidze System. 

D1) 

4..M&S+ (D) 

We have now reached a Modem 
Defence. This position usually arises 



after 1 e4 g6 2 d4 Ag7 3 c4 c5 4 £lf3 
Wa5+. Since this is really a different 
opening, our treatment will give the 
reader a taste of thematic play but, 
sadly, will be less than encyclopaedic. 

5 Ad2 Wb6 

Attacking both b2 and d4. 

6Ac3 

Guarding the tender points but tak¬ 
ing the c3-square away from the white 
knight. 

6.. .cxd4 7 Axd4 Axd4 8 Wxd4 
Wxd4 9&xd4 

Black avoided the Maroczy Bind so 
that he could try to get some winning 
chances. It’s clear that the position 
here is not what he had in mind! 
Black’s position is fully playable, of 
course, but it’s also rather dull. 

9.. .6C6 10 £ib5 Sb8 

Or 10...<3?f8 11 £>lc3 &f6 12 0-0-0 
d613 £>c7 Sb8 14 Ae2 Ae615 f4 *g7 
16 c5 Ag4 17 Axg4 £>xg4 18 cxd6 
fcf2 19 dxe7 £>xe7 20 Hd7 £>xhl 21 
Hxe7 5hd8 22 &3d5 <4>f8 23 *d2 *hf2 
24 h3 Sbc8 25 *e2 &xe4 26 Hxe4 
Hd7 27 Sc4 Hxd5 28 £>e6+ V 2 -V 2 
Polugaevsky-Ivkov, France 1993. 

11£>lc3 £>f612 Ae2 0-013 0-0-0 
d6 14 b3 
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Black got a very comfortable game 
after 14 <&bl Ml 15 Bd2 Bfc8 16 
Bel *f8 17 f4 a6 18 £>a3 &b4 19 h3 
h5 20 b3 Bc5 = in Nesterov-Veselov¬ 
sky, Moscow 1994. 

14.. .£e6 

14.. ..6d7 is also possible. 

15 *b2 Bfc8 

The position is equal. However, the 
finish in Eingorn-Groszpeter, Berlin 
1990 was rather sad: 16 f3 a6 17 <?M4 
£>xd4 18 Bxd4 *g7 19 f4 Bc5 20 
Bhdl i.g4?? 21 e5 1-0. 


D2) 

4...d6 (D) 



Sharpest. The meek continuation 5 
dxc5 gives Black reasonable chances 
after 5...Wa5+: 6 M2 (Black gets good 
play after 6 53c3 #xc5 7 M2 iLxc3+ 
8 bxc3 £if6 9 M3 «c7 10 £>d2 b6 11 
0-0 &b7 12 f4 £>bd7, A.Stein-Donald- 
son, Concord 1993) 6..Mx c5 7 £k:3 
£rf6 and now: 

1) 8 M2 Ag4 9 Bel 0-0 10 0-0 
£>c6 11 £>d5 Axf3 12 Mf3 #d4 13 
#c2 £)xd5 14 exd5 €)e5 15 M2 Bfc8 


16 M3 #h4 17 g3 Wh3 18 #dl h5 19 
f3 h4 20 iLf2 hxg3 21 ±xg3 £>d7 22 
f4 4)f6 23 Bel Bc7 and Black went on 
to win in R.Anderson-Donaldson, San 
Jose 1984. 

2) 8 JLd3 £g4 9 h3 ±xf3 10 Wxf3 
£>c6 11 0-0 0-0 12 Bfcl 5M7 13 #dl 
a6 14 Babl Bac8 = Lestinsky-Donald¬ 
son, Boulder 1984. 

Of course, 5 d5 is a Benoni, though 
experimental ideas for Black like 
A.Ivanov’s ...e6 followed by ...4le7 
are interesting. 

5.. MaS 

This has given Black some nice vic¬ 
tories. 

6Bbl! 

Unfortunately, this discovery of 
Paronian’s takes all the fun out of 
Black’s position. Other moves have 
turned out well for Black: 

1) 6 d5 Mc3+ 7 bxc3 £>f6! (cap¬ 
turing the pawn on c3 just increases 
the activity of White’s dark-squared 
bishop) 8 tc2 (8 &d2 #xc3 9 Bbl 
5)xe4 gets two pawns!) 8...£sxe4 9 
i.d3 £)f6 100-00-011 £>h4 (11 Bel 
Wd8 12 ±g5 *g7 13 Wd2 £>g8 14 
Be4 f6 15 M3 £ld7 16 Bh4 Bf7 was 
unclear in Vaganian-Chekhov, USSR 
Ch (Moscow) 1991) ll...£>bd7 12 f4?! 
b5! 13 cxb5 c414 Mc4 Ml and Black 
stood well in Tal-Chekhov, USSR Ch 
(Moscow) 1991. 

2) 6 M2 iLg4 7 dxc5 dxc5 8 M2 
£>c6! 9 £ia4?! #c7 10 £>xc5 &f6 11 
h3?! Axf3 12 Mf3 0-0 13 £>b3 £le5 
14 0-0 #xc4 15 M3 Bfd8 16 £>d2 
#66 T Bauer-A.Ivanov, Massachu¬ 
setts 1989. 

6.. .cxd4 

Black mustn’t get carried away. 

6...£>f6 7 Ad2 cxd4 8 £>xd4 £>xe4? 
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may look tempting, but 9 faxe4 Wc5 
10 Ad3 f5 11 faf3 #e6 12 &g5 is win¬ 
ning for White (analysis by Serper). 
Note that 6...Ag4 7 d5 Axc3+ 8 bxc3 
immediately brings that bl-rook into 
play against b7. 

7 faxd4 £ic6 8 Ae3 faf6 9 &b3 
Wd8 10 Ae2 0-0 ll(M)b6 

Serper claims that Black should 
have played 1 l...Ae6 with the idea of 
12c5?!d5!. 

12 f3 fad! 13 Wd2 fae5 14 £>al! 
with a clear advantage for White, Ser- 
per-Ruban, Novosibirsk 1993. 


D3) 

4...W b6I? (D) 



This move, which has been played 
off and on by the Austrian GM Karl 
Robatsch and later championed by the 
English GM Nigel Davies, has the vir¬ 
tue of directing the play along a nar¬ 
row path. 

5 dxc5 

White’s only other choice here is 5 
fac3 cxd4 6 fad5 #a5+ 7 Ad2 WdS 8 
Af4 (reaching another Modem De¬ 
fence position) 8...d6 9 &xd4 and now 


Black can choose between 9...e5 10 
fab5 exf4 11 fabcl+ *f8 12 faxaS 
fa*6 13 Wd2 faf6 14 £>xf6 Axf6 15 
Ae2 Ae6 with sharp complications, 
not unfavourable for Black, Christian- 
sen-Beliavsky, Teesside jr Wch 1973, 
the interesting 9...e6, and the solid 

9...fai6. To be quite honest, all of 
these 9th move options seem to be 
more than adequate for Black. 

5..Mxc5 

A very interesting position. If Black 
follows up with quiet moves like ...£rf6 
and ...0-0, he will surely be worse, as 
he will find himself in a passive form 
of the Maroczy Bind. To utilize his 
trumps in the position, he wants to de¬ 
lay developing his knight to f6 so he 
retains the option of giving White 
doubled c-pawn with ...Axc3 at some 
point. Black also has the possibility of 
putting pressure on White’s e-pawn 
with a quick ...b6 and ...Ab7. 

6 Ae2 

White has two other choices: 

1) 6 Ad3 d6 7 0-0 Ag4 8 Ae3 (8 
h3 Axf3 9 #xf3 fae6 10 faa3 fae5 11 
We2 £>xd3 12 *Txd3 faf6 = Vuki6- 
Robatsch, Tuzla 1983) 8...1tc7 9 fac3 
Axc3 10 bxc3 fadl 11 h3 Axf3 12 
*Txf3 fagf6 13 c5 foxcS 14 Ab5+ 
*f8 15 Ah6+ *g8 16 flfel with a 
strong initiative for White, Cvetko- 
vid-Robatsch, Stary Smokovec 1988. 

2) 6 fafd2 (White’s idea is that if 
Black plays passively he will continue 
with Ae2, 0-0, fab3, fac3 , fadS and 
achieve a very favourable Maroczy 
formation) 6...d6 7 Ae2 b6!? 8 0-0 
Ab7 9 a3 (9 fac3 Axc3 10 bxc3 faf6 
¥) 9...fad7 (9...a5!? 10 #c2 fac6 11 
£>f3 £ld4 is unclear - analysis by 
Yermolinsky and Goldin) 10 b4 #c8 



316 


Accelerated Dragons 


11 2a2 a5 (ll...£>gf6 12 £>c3 0-0 = 
Yermolinsky and Goldin) 12 Wb3 5lgf6 
13 £lc3 0-0 14 Sc2 axb4 15 axb4 e6 
16 2dl ± Yermolinsky-Davies, New 
York 1991. 

6.. .d6 

6.. .£>c6 7 0-0 d6 8 a3 Ag4 9 Ae3 
Wa5 10 2a2 Wcl 11 £>fd2 Axe2 12 
Vxe2 2c8 13 2c 1 £>f6 14 £>c3 0-0 
V 2 -V 2 Gulko-Yudasin, Beersheba 1993. 

7 0-0 

7 h3 Ae6 8 Wb3 *hc6 9 0-0 £>f6 10 
Ae3 #b4 11 £k:3 0-0 12 Wxb4 £>xb4 
13 €)d4 ± G3c6 14 £>xe6 fxe6 15 2acl 
£>d7 16 Ag4 *f7 17 2fdl £>c5 18 
Af3 2fd8 19 g3 e5 20 h4 £)d4 21 Ag4 
a5 22 b3 and, in Diir-Robatsch, Aus¬ 
tria 1989, White went on to win in 37 
moves. 

7 _$_ g4 g _$_ e 3 

8 h3 Axf3 9 Axf3 £k6 10 Ae2 
2c8 11 &d2 £tf6 led to a comfortable 
game for Black in Baumgartner-Ro- 
batsch, Austria 1988. 

8.. .#c7 9 G3AA Axe210 Wxe2 £>c6 
11 2dl ®xd4 12 £xd4 Axd4 13 
2xd4 Wb614 Wd2 £ff615 £kc3 0-0 

With equality, Emms-Davies, Tel- 
Aviv 1990. Yes, we realize that White 
succeeded in blunting all of Black’s 
attempts to achieve dynamic play. 
We’re afraid that even 4..Mb6 fails to 
guarantee Black the possibility of 
reaching a double-edged position. 

E) 

3 h4!? (D) 

Rather primitive, but it’s not easy 
for Black to equalize. 

3.. ±g7 



Keene mentioned (tongue in cheek?) 
the possibility of 3..J&.h6!?, but it is 
hard to take this move seriously in the 
present position. 

Deserving consideration is 3...h5 4 
5^c3 (4d4 Jigl 5 d5 d6 6 £k;3 is a mu¬ 
tant Benoni with the h-pawns ad¬ 
vanced) 4...£g7 5 a3 6 ic4 £)c6 
7 d3 d6 8 £>g5 0-0 9&f4 e610 Aa2 d5 
11 0-0 d4 12 £>bl fohl 13 £>d2 e5 14 
&xh7 *xh7 15 Ag3 Wei V 2 -V 2 Kura- 
jica-Sosonko, Wijk aan Zee 1977. 

A good example for that ‘I must 
avoid it at any cost feeling* is 3...£tf6 
4 e5 £>g4 5 d4 i.g7 6 c3 &e6 1 d5 
£>cxe5 8 £>xe5 &xe5 9 f4 Wei 10 &g3 
± Bednarski-Moe, Copenhagen 1980. 

4h5^c6 5^c3e66d3d5 7i.g5 
H>68±d2! 

Spassky-Stein, USSR 1965. The 
position is a bit strange but it is proba¬ 
bly somewhat better for White. After 
the further 8...£>ge7 9 &a4 Wei 10 
&xc5 Axb2 11 flbl Ag7 12 £e2 b6 
13 £>b3 e5 14 c4 dxe415 dxe4 Ag4 16 
£>h2 Jkxe2 17 Wxe2 f5 18 £>f3 Af6, 
White could now have played 19 c5 
with a clear advantage. 



16 The Chameleon Sicilian 
(6 ^de2 with g3) 


Ie4c52^f3£k63d4cxd44£txd4 
g6 5£k3 Ag7 6&de2 (D) 



This system can have a lot of sting 
if Black doesn’t react energetically. 
White intends to fianchetto his king’s 
bishop, castle, and then restrict Black’s 
pieces with moves like h2-h3 and a2- 
a4. Once this is accomplished he will 
continue with &d5 and, if Black takes 
the beast, then exd5 will enable White 
to generate pressure down the open e- 
file against Black’s e7-pawn. Though 

6...d6 is the most common reply, we 
will only look at 6...£>f6 because that 
allows Black to make the most of the 
Accelerated Dragon move-order (the 
positions after 6...d6 usually come 
about from a Dragon move-order and 
are thus outside the scope of this 
book). 

6...£>f6 7g3b5! 


Taking the bull by the horns. Black 
immediately stakes out some queen- 
side space and guarantees himself 
plenty of play on that side of the board. 

Though 7...d5 doesn’t quite work 
out due to 8 exd5 9 Ag2 Af5 10 
£k!4 Ag4 11 Wd2 £>bxd5 12 £>xd5 
£>xd5 13 h3 Ac8 14 &b3 ± Fuchs- 
Litvinov, USSR 1968, Black might con¬ 
sider 7...b6: 8 Ag2 Aa6 9 0-0 Hc8 10 
Bel 0-0 11 h3 d6 12 a4 Wdl 13 f4 
Sfd8 14 Ae3 &a5 15 Af2 £>h5 16 
Ba2 Ac4 17 b3 Ae6 18 &d5 Hc6 19 
c4 Axh3 20 Hd2 Axg2 21 *xg2 e6 22 
£>dc3 Wei 23 £>b5 Af8 24 g4 &gl 25 
Bhl £>e8 26 Hd3 h6 27 Ah4 f6 28 
£>bc3 Ag7 29 Af2 «T7 30 f5 g5 V 2 -V 2 
Saltaev-Petursson, Komotini 1993. 

8Ag2 

8 £)xb5 £>xe4 would please Black. 

8...Bb8 9 0-0 0-010 Af4 

A bit odd. Its purpose is to force 
Black to play ...d7-d6 so that the c6- 
square is weakened. Then a later cap¬ 
ture on d5 (after £kI5) will not only 
give White play down the open e-file, 
but it will also give White possibilities 
of occupying c6 via £te2-d4-c6. 

More thematic is 10 £kI5 but Black 
gets ample play with 10...d6 (our next 
example shows that this is not neces¬ 
sary) 11 h3 $M7. This is the point of 
Black’s play: by consciously omitting 
the natural ...Ad7, he is to be able to 
meet G±d5 with ...4kl7. The goal of the 
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g3 variation is to plop a knight on d5, 
have Black capture it, then apply pres¬ 
sure down the e-file. By being able to 
play ...5id7, Black takes the sting out 
of this idea. Moves like ...e6, ...i,b7 
and ...£tf6-d7-c5 are quite common in 
Black’s set-up here. 12 c3 e6 13 £ib4 
&xb4 14 cxb4 £>b6 15 Bbl i.b7, 
Zso.Polgar-Vl.Georgiev, Matinhos 
1994. 

The other thematic move is 10 h3 
b4115M5 i.a6 (Black avoids ...d7-d6 
and, by doing so, refuses to create a 
weak point on c6) 12 Bel £lxd5 13 
exd5 £>a5 14 i.f4 Bc8 15 d6 e6 16 a3 
b3 17 cxb3 #b6 18 b4 £>c419 b3 &b2 
20 Wd2 £>d3 21 i.e3 Wxd6 22 Sadi 
Wb8 23 Bfl d5 24 i.h6? i.xh6 25 
#xh6 4^xb4 and Black is winning, 
Perovi6-N.Nikoli6, Pula 1991. 

10.. .d6 11 Wd2 b4!? 12 &d5 (D) 

12.. .£txd5!? 

12.. .?Mi5! is stronger, and much 
safer 13 i.h6i.xb2! 14i.xf8i.xal 15 
i.xe7 &xe7 16 &xe7+ Hfxe7, when 
White's two weak pawns on a2 and c2 
give Black an excellent position. 

13 exd5 ^a5 

The point of Black’s play. Now 14 
£kI4 is strongly met by 14...£ic4, while 



passive defence by 14 Sabi *hc4 15 
Ute 1 leaves White very poorly placed. 

14 b3! 

An excellent reply! Now 14...i.xal 
15 Sxal gives White strong compen¬ 
sation in the form of chances against 
Black’s king and threats of 5M4-c6. 

14...ia6! 

Intending to rid himself of the po¬ 
tentially bothersome knight. Now 15 
Bael Wc7 followed by 16...Bfc8 leaves 
the initiative firmly in Black’s hands. 

After 14...i.a6, A.Ivanov-Silman, 
New York Open 1991 continued 15 a3! 
i.xe2 16 Wxe2 i.xal 17 Bxal bxa3 18 
Bxa3, and now 18...Be8 would have 
been unclear. 
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Ie4c52£tf3&c63d4 
cxd4 4 &xd4 g6 
A:5$k3 
B:5c4 


Other moves: 

a) 5 £>b3 73 

b) 5 £wc6 108 

c) 5 ±.c4 106 : 5...±g7 
106; 5...Wa5+ 106 

A) 

5 £*3 Ag7 

6 A.e3 

6 4ib3 75 

6&de2£if6 7g3 317 
6 ... 

7 i.c4 
7143/ 

7 f3 0-0 8 ^.c4 3/ 8...e6 55 
(8...Wb6 52): 9 £)xc6 36; 9 
±b3 36 

7 Ae2 0-0 7780-0 79(8 
h4? 78; 8 Wd2? 78; 8 f4 25; 

8 £>b3 28) 8...d5 9 exd5 20: 

9.. .£>b4 20: 9...&xd5 22 
7 £sxc6 112 7...bxc6 113 
(7...dxc6 772) 8 e5 775: 

a) 8...€)d5 773 9 &xd5 
cxd510 Wxd5 Bb8 113 

al) 11 Ac4//3: ll...e6 
773; 11...0-0 774 
a2) 11 (MW) 777 
a3) 11 JLxa7 778 

11.. JXxb212 M4 Sxc213 
i.d3e614Wa8Bc6//9: 

15 lb5119; 15 0-0 727 

b) 8...£>g8 722 

bl) 9 f4 723 9...t6 123 
(9...£>h6 729): 10 e6 723; 

10 Jtd3 724; 10f5/24; 10 


±c4/25; 10 exf6 126; 10 
±d4 727 

b2) 9i.d4/33:9...£lh6 
134; 9...C5 134; 9...Wa5 135 
After 7 JLc4: 

Al: 7...0-0 
A2: 7..MaS 

Others: 

7.. .£>a5 ? 103 

7.. .£fce4?? 703 

7.. .Wc7 103 

Al) 

7 ... 0-037 

8 £b3 40 

8 0-0 37:8...d6 37; 

8.. .41.e4 39 

8 ... a5 40 

9 a4 45 
90-044 
9a344 

9f3J7 9...d557: 

a) 10 i.xd5 5/10.J&xd5 
57 11 exd5 54 (ll£lxd5 
52) ll...£>b412 £*le2 Af5 
13 Bel b514 0-0 Bc815 
£>d4 57: 15...±xd4 58; 

15.. .Bxc3 60 

b) 10 exd5 67 10...£>b4 
Il&de2a412£ixa4 
£ifxd5 61 :13 JLd4 62; 13 
Af2 63 

9 ... £>g4 

10 Wxg4 £ixd4 46 

llWdl 46 
11 i.xd4 47 

llWh4 48 ll.J&xb3 12 
cxb3 49:12..JLf6 49; 

12.. .Ba6 49 

A2) 

7 ... Wa5 65 

8 0-0 0-066 


9 Ab3 81 
9h3 67 

9 ^dS 68 9...£«d510 exd5 
68: 10...£>e5 68; 10...£lxd4 
69 

9 £>b3 70 9...Wc710 f4d( 

11 Ae2 77: 

a) ll...a6 72 

b) 11..JM8 7212 &f3 72: 

12.. .1.e6 73; 12...e5 73 

c) ll„.a5 74 

d) ll...b6 77: 12 g4 78; 

12 ±f3 79 

9 ... d6 

10 h3 ±d7 83 

11 f4 88 

11 Bel 84: ll...Bac8 85; 

11.. .Bfe886 
After 11 f4: 

a) 11 ... b5 88 

b) 11...e5 88 

c) 11.. Jkd8 89 

d) ll...Wh5 94 

e) 11. JXac8 89: 12Vf3 
90; 12 £lf3 92 

f) ll...£txd4 9612 Axd4 
Ac6 96:13 Wf3 97; 13 Wei 
97; 13 We2 97; 13 £ld5 98; 

13 Wd3 99 

B) 

5 c4 

Now: 

Bl: S...thf6 
B2:5...JLg7 

Bl) 

5 ... £lf6 

6 &c3 737 d6 740 

6.. .6.d4 737 7 Wxd4 d6 
737: 8 c5 738; 8 ±g5 739 

7 ±e2 747 

7 f3 782 7.Jkxd4 785 
(7...±g7 783) 8 Wxd4 i.g7 



320 


Accelerated Dragons 


9Ae30-010l r d2Ae611 
Bel Wa512 £>d5 Wxall 13 
£ixe7+ <4?h8 187 14 i.d4 

187 (14 A.e2 188): 

14.. .Bfe8 187: 14...Bae8 

188 

7 ... &xd4 

8 «xd4 ±g7 141 

9 0-0 170 

9 AgS 141 9...0-0 142 10 
Wd2 143 (10 'Wti 156): 

10.. .6.6 743; 10...a6 155 

9 i.e3 760 9-0-0101^2 
Ae6160 11 f3 165 (11 0-0 
162) U.Jta512 Bel Bfc8 

13 b3 a6 166: 14 <&d5 166; 

14 a4 167; 140-0 168: 14 
&a4 169 

9 ... 0-0 170 

10tfe3 170: 10...£id7 171 ; 

10.. .JLd7 171 ; 10...Ae6 173 

10 Wd3 176 10.Jk.e6 179 
(10..JLd7 177 ; 10...&d7 
178: 10...a6 181): 11 i.d2 
179: 11 JL&3 180 

B2) 

5 ... Ag7 191 

6 Ae3 
6 £>b3191 

6 &c2 195 6...d6 7 JLe2 
£tf6 8£K3&d7 19790-0 
199 (9 Ae3 199 ; 9 Ad2 
201): 9...0-0 199 ; 9...£lc5 
201 

6 ... £>f6 

6.. .Wb6 207 

6.. .e6 207 

6.. .d6 207 

6.. .6.6 207 7 foc3 208: 

7.. .0.0 208; 7...d6 209 

7 £«3 

7 f3 255 
After 7 5ic3: 

B21:7...0-0 
B22:7...£>g4 


7.. .d6 2/2 

B21) 

7 ... 0-0 

8 Ae2 
8h3 272 

8 ... d6 235 

8„.b6 2/2 90-0jk.b710f3 

215 10.. .e6 219 (10...d6 
222; 10...Bc8 223; 10...4lh5 
226; 10...^e8 229; 

10.. .£lxd4 229; 10...Wb8 
230): 11 Wd2 2/9; 11 Skib5 
221 

9 0-0 
9h3 233 

9... Ad7 233 

9„.£lxd4 233; 9„.a5 235; 
9-Be8 235; 9...a6 236; 

9.. .6.7 237 
After 9...Ad7: 

a) 10 Bbl 239 

b) 10 Bel 239 

c) 10 *hl 248 

d) 10 Bel &xd4 (10...a5 
238; 10...£te5 243 ; 10...a6 
243) 11 A.xd4 i.c6 243 
(ll.Jkli6 243): 

dl) White allows the trade 
of dark-squared bishops 243 
d2) White avoids the trade 
of dark-squared bishops 246 

e) 10« r d2€ad4(10...a5 
238; 10...£g4 239; 

10.. .Wa5 240 ; 10,..a6 240: 

10.. .£ie8 240: 10...Bc8 240) 
11 jk.xd4 ic6 240: 

el) White allows the trade 
of dark-squared bishops 239 
e2) White avoids the trade 
of dark-squared bishops 248 

B22) 

7 3*3 £lg4 255 

8 «fxg4 255 £lxd4 257 

8.. .1.xd4 255 


9 Wdl 257 &e6 267 
9._eS 258 10 4)b5 26/ (10 
±d3 259) 10...0-011 Wd2 
262:ll.J»e7 263; 

11.. .*h4 265 
10 Bel 269 

10 Wd2 280 
After 10 Bel: 

a) 10... b6 269 

b) 10... Wa5 27/: 11 Wd2 
272; 11 Atl 276 :11 Ad3 
277 

c) 10...d6 278 

Semi-Accelerated 

Dragon 

Ie4c5 2€)f3&c63d4 
cxd4 4 5)xd4 &f6 5 ^c3 
g6 283 6 &xc6 283 6.~bxc6 
285 (6...dxc6 284) 7 e5 &g8 
8 Ac4 286: 

a) 8...#a5 287:9 We2 
287; 9 0-0 287; 9 Af4 288 

b) 8...i.g7 289 9 Wf3f5 
10 Af4 290: lO-WaS?! 290; 

10.. .Bb8 290; 10...e6 29/ 

Hyper-Accelerated 

Dragon 

1 e4c5 2 £if3g6 294: 

a) 3 Ac4 294 

b) 3 d4 295: 

bl) 3.Jk.g7 295:4 dxc5 
296; 4 4)c3 299 
b2) 3...cxd4 300 4 Wxd4 
£}f6 300: 5 £lc3 30/; 5 e5 
302; 5 £.b5 304 

c) 3 c3 306 3.. JLg7 4 d4 
cxd4 5 cxd4 d5 308: 6 exd5 
309; 6 e5 3/0 

d) 3 c4 3/2 3.JLg7 4 d4 
3/3:4...#a5+3/3;4...d6 
3/4; 4...Wb6 3/5 

e) 3 h4 3/6 




cadogan! 
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Accelerated 

Dragons 

Many players are attracted to the Dragon Sicilian, but are put off by the fierce mating 
attacks that White can launch. In the Accelerated Dragon, Black aims for an improved 
version, saving a move with his queen's pawn. If White tries to ignore the difference, 
Black's instant detonation of the centre will come as an unwelcome cold shower! 

The authors show that White's main reply, the Maroczy Bind, is not so fearsome as was 
once thought Black has many ways to break out, while quite often it is possible to 
manoeuvre around White's 'binding' pawns and show that they imprison White's pieces 
as much as they do Black's. 

• Written by two outstanding experts on the Accelerated Dragon 

• Complete coverage of all lines of the Accelerated Dragon 

• Many ideas for breaking the critical Maroczy Bind 

International Master John Donaldson is Associate Editor of the acclaimed magazine 
Inside Chess (Seattle). He is the author of several books, including theoretical opening 
works and painstakingly researched player biographies. He plays regularly and 
successfully in North American tournaments. 

International Master Jeremy Silman is co-author (with Yasser Seirawan) of Microsoft 
Press's series of chess books, and author of several openings books. 














